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DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Pal retto Recycling Site
Col unbi a, R chland County, South Carolina

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the selected renmedial action for the Pal metto Recycling
Superfund Site (the Site), located in Colunbia, R chland County, South Carolina, which was
chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability
Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986
(SARA), 42 U.S.C. 88 9601 et seq., and, to the extent practicable, theNational Ol and Hazardous
Subst ances Contingency Plan (NCP), 40C. F.R Part 300 et seq. This decision is based on the
admnistrative record file for this Site.

The State of South Carolina concurs with the sel ected renedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an
i mm nent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This remedi al action addresses surface soil contanination.

The naj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

SURFACE SO L - SOQURCE CONTROL

. Excavation of contam nated surface soil that exceeds the renediation level, with
verification sanpling;

. The soil will be Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) tested. |If the
soi|l exceeds the Land Disposal Restriction (LDR) of 5 ppmfor Pb using the TCLP
test, then the soil will be transported to a RCRA Subtitle C Facility where it will
be pretreated in order to conply with the LDRs. |f soil does not exceed the 5 ppm
LDR, then the soil will be transported to a Subtitle D solid waste landfill and
di sposed of directly w thout pretreatnent.

. The excavated area shall be backfilled with clean soil, properly reconpacted, and
the land regraded to the natural slope. A vegetative cover will be established to
m ni m ze undue surface water runoff and ninini ze erosion.

SI TE MONI TORI NG

. G oundwat er nmonitoring will be conducted on an annual basis for at |east five years
to evaluate the site progress.

ADDI TI ONAL SAMPLI NG

Based on public health concerns generated during the public coment period, EPA will obtain
addi tional confirmati on sanples fromthe adjacent residential yards and fromthe dirt road that
borders the site to the east to confirmthe absence of soil contam nation through offsite

m gration.



STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with Federal and
State requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedi al
action, and is cost effective. This renedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatnent technol ogy to the maxi numextent practicable for this Site. However, because
treatment of the contaminated soil was not found to be economical, the soil renediation
conmponent of this renedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnment as a principal
el ement .

Since selection of this renedy will result in contam nated groundwater renaining on-site above
heal t h-based | evel s, but bel ow Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels, the Environnental Protection Agency
(EPA) will conduct a revieww thin five years after commencenent of renedial action to ensure
that the renedy continues to provide adequate protection of hunman health and the environnent.

<I MG SRC 0495223>

Richard D. Green Dat e
Associ ate Director
Ofice of Superfund and Energency Response
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DECI SI ON SUMVARY
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SUPERFUND SI TE
COLUMBI A, RI CHLAND COUNTY, SQUTH CARCLI NA

1.0 SITE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Pal netto Recycling Site is |ocated about 8 mles north of Colunbia, South Carolina, in rura
Ri chl and County. The site is positioned between U S. Routes 321 and 21 on the north side of Koon
Store Road (State Road S-40-61). As shown in Figure 1-1, a nore precise placenment of the
property location is given by the coordi nates defined by the Universal Transverse Mercator Gid
System which are north 34° 7' 25" latitude and west 81° 00' 43" longitude (USGS, 1990). It
occupi es approxinmately 1.5 acres and is bounded by Koon Store Road to the south, an unnaned dirt
road (and farther renoved, Dry Fork Creek) to the east, an unnaned tributary of Dry Fork Creek
to the north, and a residential lot and hone to the west (see Figure 1-2).

I mportant physical features of the site include a 6-ft x 30-ft concrete wal kway, an office
building, a 135-ft by 170-ft asphalt pad with two concrete pads, a frane work shed, a concrete
tank saddl e, and an unnaned tributary that flows to Dry Fork Creek (see Figure 1-2). A
previously, open excavation which was filled with water associ ated with abandoned truck scal es
was sanpled during the Rl field effort and found to be uncontam nated. The water was punped to
the unnaned tributary and the pit was backfilled with clean soil and graded to prevent pondi ng
A sparse cover of crushed rock was applied for soil erosion control. The waste materials in the
suspect ed dunpi ng areas have been renoved. In addition, five groundwater nonitor wells,
installed by a contractor for the Palnmetto Recycling, Inc. during a 1981 hydrogeol ogi cal study,
are located onsite. Dry Fork Creek, |ocated east of the site, flows toward the south into the
North Branch of Crane Creek. Dry Fork Creek receives drainage froman unnaned tributary | ocated
north of the site

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The property was purchased in 1979 by Pal netto Recycling, Inc. for the purpose of operating a
battery recycling conpany. From 1979 to 1983, the facility was involved in the reclamation of
lead frombatteries. It is unknown what activities occurred onsite prior to 1979. A collection
sunp recei ved wastewater contam nated with sulfuric acid fromvarious plant operations. The
sunp consisted of a belowgrade fiberglass tank in an unlined pit. Specific neutralization
process details are unknown, but at some point, Palnmetto Recycling started discharging

wast ewat er of unknown conposition to the local sewer system In addition, a forner enpl oyee
reported that during operations, liquid wastes were dunped north of the site, outside the fenced
area (Tanner, 1992).

<I MG SRC 0495223A>
<I MG SRC 0495223B>

After dischargi ng wastewater for an unknown period of tine, Palnetto Recycling attenpted to
obtain a discharge permt. 1In 1981, the South Carolina Departnent of Health and Environnenta
Control (SCDHEC) denied applications by Palnetto Recycling, Inc. to operate a hazardous waste
facility and to transport hazardous wastes. After this attenpt, sone waste |iquids were sent
offsite to an acid recycler and sone were disposed of onsite. It is not known if these wastes
were neutralized before shipnent or onsite disposal. The quantities are also unknown. Plastic
battery cases and | ead plates were eventually sold to other conpanies as reusable naterials
(EPA, 1992).

A study conducted by the SCDHEC i dentified el evated concentrations of lead and iron in the
groundwat er sanples collected next to the sunp. H gh levels of lead, barium and chrom umwere
found in sedinment fromthe unnaned streamthat runs north of the site. The investigation also
reveal ed the presence of elevated concentrations of lead in on-site soils. SCDHEC noted the
presence of a five-foot deep, unlined acid pit containing 1,800 gallons of acid waste at the
site, as well as 100 druns of caustic waste and an unstablized pile of battery casings

On February 11, 1983, Palnetto Recycling filed for bankruptcy and Ryan Hovis was appoi nt ed

t rust ee. In 1984, workers renoving equipnment fromthe site destroyed a section of the roof
covering the on-site collection sunp that collected wastewater containing | ead oxi de and

sul furic acid fromthe wash process. As a result of this incident, sunp water percolated



through soils adjacent to the pit area. To address inmedi ate health and environnental risks
posed by the Site, three renobval actions have occurred at the site. On April 25, 1984, 10, 800
gal l ons of contam nated water were collected by Bryson Industries Services and taken to
Alternate Energy Resources. On April 1984, SCDHEC i nforned the bankruptcy trustee that
addi ti onal neasures woul d be necessary to bring the site under control. Later in 1984,

approxi mately 100 druns containing liquid caustic waste were renoved fromthe site. On COctober
2, 1985, SCDHEC aut horized Future Fuel Devel opnent, Inc., to renove site soils contamnated with
lead and chromium A total of 365 tons of soils were renoved fromvarious areas on-site and
placed in off-site landfills during 1985 and 1986

In 1986, EPA conducted a prelimnary assessnment of the site. EPA proposed the site for
inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) in January 1987. The Palnetto Recycling site
was formally added to the NPL in July 1987

In 1992, EPA negotiated with parties it had identified as Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs)
for the site to conduct the RI/FS. An agreenent was not reached between EPA and the parties.

Therefore, EPA conducted Rl Field activities at the Site fromApril 1993 through June 1993 and
from March 1994 through July 1994.

3.0 H GHLIGHTS OF COWUN TY PARTI CI PATI ON

An information repository, which includes the Administrative Record, was established at the
Nort heast Regional Library in 1994, and is available to the public at both the infornation
repository naintained at the Northeast Regional Library, 7490 Parkl ane Road, Col unbia, South
Carolina and at the EPA, Region IV Library, 345 Courtland Street, Atlanta, Georgia, 30365. The
notice of availability of these docunents was published in "THE STATE' on Novenber 21, 1994.

A public comment period for the proposed plan was held from Novenber 22, 1994 to January 23,
1995. A notice of an extension of the public coment period was published in "THE STATE' on
Decenber 18, 1994. 1In addition, a notice of the extension was nailed to all parties on the Site
mailing list. A public neeting was held on Decenber 6, 1994, where representatives from EPA
answered questions regarding the Site and the renedi al alternatives under consideration, which
were di scussed in the proposed plan

EPA received oral coments during the Decenber 6, 1994, public neeting, and witten comments
during the 60 day public comment period. Responses to the comments received by EPA are included
in the Responsiveness Summary (Appendi x A).

This ROD presents EPA's selected remedial action for the Site, chosen in accordance with CERCLA
as anended by SARA, and to the extent practicable, the NCP. The renedial action selection for
this Site is based on infornmation contained in the Adm nistrative Record. The public and state
participation requirenments under Section 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9617, have been net for this
Site.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF THI S ACTION WTH N SI TE STRATEGY

The purpose of the renedial alternative selected in this RODis to reduce current and potentia
future risks at this Site. There is an unacceptable current risk present at the Site. The soi
remedi al action will renove current and potential future risks posed by the contam nated surface
soil. This is the only ROD contenplated for this Site

5.0 SUWHARY COF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The Rl investigated the nature and extent of contami nation on and near the Site, and defined the
potential risks to human health and the environnment posed by the Site. A supporting R objective
was to characterize the Site-specific geology and hydrogeology. A total of eighty-six (86) soi
sanpl es, twelve (12) groundwater sanples, three (3) surface water sanples, and six (6) sedi nent
sanpl es were collected during the RI. The main portion of the Rl was conducted from April 1993
to June 1993, March 1994, June 1994 and July 1994.

5.1 Meteorol ogy



Ri chl and County is hot and generally humd in the sumer because of nmoist air fromthe Atlantic
Qcean. Wnter is noderately cold but short, because cold waves fromthe north are inpeded by
the nountains to the northwest of the county. During the summer, the average daily tenperature
is 80° fahrenheit (F) and in the winter it is 48°F. The day-to-day weather is controlled by the
novenent of pressure systens across the country, although during the summer there are relatively
few conpl ete exchanges of air nasses, and tropical maritine air nmasses persist for extended
periods. During nost of the year, prevailing winds in the area are generally out of the
southwest. In the late summer and fall, prevailing wi nds are out of the northeast.

Precipitation is evenly distributed throughout the year. Average annual rainfall is

approxi mately 47 inches, nost of which falls between April and Septenber. The average rel ative
hum dity in md-afternoon is about 55 percent. Humidity is higher at night and the average at
dawn i s about 90 percent. The annual evaporation rate is 41 inches resulting in a yearly net
rainfall of 5.7 inches. The two-year, 24-hour rainfall amount is 3.25 inches (USDA, 1978).

5.2 GCeol ogi ¢ and Hydrogeol ogi ¢ Setting
5.2.1 GCeology/ Soils

The site is situated in the Pi ednont Physiographic Province and the Carolina Slate Belt Geol ogic
Province of South Carolina. The Carolina Slate Belt is part of an extensive group of

nmet anor phosed, vol canic, and sedinentary rocks occurring along the southeast edge of the

Pi ednont Province fromGeorgia to Virginia. In the vicinity of the site, these rocks consist of
nmeta-argillite, phyllite, volcanic tuff and volcanic flows of the Asbill Pond Fornation. Mst of
these rocks are mantled by residual soil that is devel oped through in-situ weathering of
fractured or jointed netanorphic rocks (Pooser and Johnson, 1961).

The site area is underlain by unconsolidated residual soil derived directly fromthe in-situ
weat hering of neta-argillite/phyllite/tuff rocks of the Carolina Slate Belt. The strike of
bedding in the vicinity of the site is approximately north-south and dip is toward the west.

The original sedinents conprising the nmeta-argillite were nuds and silts. Tuffaceous materia
and |inestone are inportant constituents in sone neta-argillite beds. The phyllite is derived
fromthe sane type of sedinmentary rocks as the neta-argillite and is considered to be the higher
rank netanorphic equivalent of nmeta-argillite. The volcanic rocks are classified as lithic
tuffs and rhyolitic/andesitic flows. Basaltic dikes and aplitic intrusives are also fairly
conmon.

5.2.2 Site-Specific Ceol ogy

The initial assessment of geologic conditions at the facility was conducted by SCDHEC ( Knox,
1983). The assessnent included the interpretation of geophysical data and the drilling of soi
borings near an acid sunp on the eastern side of the work shed. These data indicated that the
lithology at the site was prinmarily weathered argillite to a depth of 60 feet. Sandy clay
topsoil was al so observed in the vicinity of the soil borings

Site specific characterization of the geologic strata underlying the facility was devel oped
during this Rl with subsurface data collected fromten soil borings. The location of each
boring is shown on Figure 3. Methods used to obtain soil sanples fromthe soil borings included
split-spoon sanpling and rock coring. Lithologic evaluation of split-spoon and core sanpl es was
conducted with field descriptions and geotechnical tests and was limted to the upper 84 feet of
materials underlying the site.

Li t hol ogi c eval uation of split-spoon sanples showed soils and saprolite were conposed of varying
conbi nations of gravel, sand, silt, and clay (see Figure 4). The dom nant |ithol ogies were clay
and silt, the primary constituents of argillite. However, due to the interlayered nature of

t hese sedinments, zones of silty sand, gravel, and clay can predom nate locally. Sands were
typically fine-grained. Soil colors included red, yellow gray, brown, and green

Petrol ogi c eval uation of the core sanples showed the rocks underlying the unconsolidated soi
and saprolite nmaterial was prinmarily argillite. The argillite was generally gray-green to tan
and was highly fractured and slightly contorted. Secondary mneralization along fractures was
al so conmmon. Fractures typically occurred at angles greater than 45 degrees. Qher rocks
identified in core sanples include graywacke and vol canic tuff.



The lithol ogi es which occur at the site include a soil layer conprised of unconsolidated to
sem -consol i dated soils and saprolite overlying a conplex of sedinentary and/or vol cani c rocks

<I MG SRC 0495223C
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The soil/saprolite layer consists prinmarily of residual nmaterials derived fromthe in-situ
chem cal weathering of the underlying rock. Locally within stream basins near the site
residual soil and/or rock have been chem cally and nmechanically weathered to formalluvia
deposits. Al luvial deposits generally overlie saprolite along these surface water features.

5.2.3 Hydrogeol ogy

The initial assessnment of hydrogeol ogi cal conditions at the site was conducted by SCDHEC.

G oundwat er data collected during this assessnent consisted of water table nmeasurenents
collected fromfive groundwater nonitoring wells. Results of the measurenents indicated the
depth to groundwater was 5 to 11 feet bel ow ground surface and the hydraulic gradient was
0.0265. Estinated water table contours constructed with these data indicated the direction
of groundwat er novenent was southeast toward Dry Fork Creek.

Twel ve groundwater nmonitoring wells were installed during this Rl to evaluate the hydraulic
characteristics of the aquifer systemat the site. These were installed in clusters and each
cluster was conposed of one shallow, one internediate, and one deep well. One cluster was
installed at four different |ocations. The |ocation of each nonitoring well is shown on Figure
5

The shallow wells were conpleted in the shall ow water-bearing zone, the internediate wells were
conpleted in the internediate water-bearing zone, and the deep wells were conpleted in the deep
wat er - beari ng zone. These water-bearing zones are considered to be situated within a single
water table aquifer. The aquifer is conprised of a |layer of saprolite overlying a unit of
fractured bedrock. The saprolite contains the shallow and internedi ate water-bearing zones; the
deep water-bearing zone is located in the fractured bedrock

The horizontal noverment of groundwater through the aquifer systemwas eval uated using hydraulic
conductivity values determined fromslug tests in each well. The results of these in-situ
hydraul i ¢ conductivity tests indicate that the average horizontal hydraulic conductivities of
the soil and rock were 0.053 and 0.48 feet per day (ft/day), respectively.

The vertical novenent of groundwater through the aquifer systemand hydraulic head differences
at well clusters were evaluated by neasuring the hydraulic conductivity of sanples collected in
Shel by tubes and sent to a laboratory during the subsurface investigation. The results of the
vertical hydraulic conductivity tests indicate that values ranged from0.001 to 0.167 ft/day and
averaged 0.004 ft/day. Conparison of the hydraulic conductivity val ues shows that the horizonta
hydraul i ¢ conductivity value for the shall ow water bearing zone exceeds the average vertica
hydraul i ¢ conductivity by one order of nagnitude, suggesting anisotropic conditions.

<I MG SRC 0495223E>

G oundwater is present in two distinct hydrostratigraphic units at the facility. The uppernost
unit consists of unconsolidated sedinents including clay and silt. These sedinments are
underlain by a nore indurated unit of argillite, a rock conposed mainly of clay minerals. Wter
in the upper unit is transmtted through effective pore space in the unconsolidated sedinents
Fractures and joints serve as transm ssion pathways for groundwater present in the rock unit.
There are at least two water-bearing zones in the rock unit.

Based on lithol ogical, hydrogeol ogical, and hydraulic data collected fromthe site, the shall ow,
internedi ate, and deep water bearing zones are part of the sane aquifer. The aquifer includes
the upper 100 feet of bedrock and the overlying sedinents conprising the overburden. The upper
100 feet of bedrock was included because fractures are generally concentrated in this interval
The systemis unconfined and exists under water-table conditions. Under these conditions, the
water table is in equilibriumw th atnospheric pressure and is not confined above by a
lithologic unit of |ower perneability.



The hydraulic gradient in the soil portion of the aquifer, based on the June 2, 1993 water |eve
data, varied from0.010 to 0.053 feet per foot (ft/ft) and averaged 0.033 ft/ft. Using an
average horizontal hydraulic conductivity of 0.053 ft/day, an average hydraulic gradient of
0.033 ft/ft, and an average effective porosity of 0.2 which is typical for silty naterials
(Dawson and |stok, 1991), the average horizontal groundwater seepage velocity for the soi
portion of the aquifer is 0.009 ft/day.

The hydraulic gradient in the rock portion of the aquifer, based on the June 2, 1993 water
levels, varied fromO0.037 to 0.041 ft/ft and averaged 0.039 ft/ft. Using an average horizonta
hydraul i ¢ conductivity of 0.48 ft/day, an average hydraulic gradient of 0.039 ft/ft, and an
average effective porosity of 0.1 which is typical for fractured rock (Dawson and Istok, 1991),
the average horizontal groundwater seepage velocity for the rock portion of the aquifer is 0.187
ft/day.

In 14 years (the tine since the beginning of operations at the Palnetto Recycling facility),
average contam nant mgration would thus be expected to be on the order of 50 feet in the soi
portion of the aquifer and 1000 feet in the rock portion of the aquifer. The travel distances
are based on the assunptions that contam nants nove as groundwater noves and that contam nants
are sonehow i ntroduced into each of these aquifer zones at the begi nning of site operations.
Actual contam nant novenent, however, is expected to be much | ess due to the contam nant
retardation properties of the aquifer systemand the tendency for contam nants to nove
vertically through the unsaturated zone before entering the aquifer

Hydraulic gradients in the shallow and deep water-bearing zones show that the general direction
of groundwater novenent is toward |ocal surface waters. The actual direction of groundwater
novenent in the deep water-bearing zone at any given |location nmay vary fromthe directi on shown
on the potentionetric surface naps due to the ani sotropic and heterogenous nature of the
fractured argillite. Goundwater novenent in this unit is controlled by the geonetry,
orientation, and interconnection of secondary porosity features such as joints, fractures,
faults, and beddi ng pl anes.

5 2.4 Ecol ogi cal Screening

An endangered and threatened species and critical habitat screening was conducted to identify
listed species that are found in the Palnmetto Recycling Site vicinity. State and federa
agenci es were contacted concerning information available on the wildlife and natural resources
in and around the site. The U S Fish and Wldlife Service and the South Carolina Wldlife &
Mari ne Resources Departnent provided infornmation concerning the known state and federally listed
species of concern in Richland County, South Carolina

The South Carolina Wldlife & Marine Resources Departnment provided a detailed list with
acconpanyi ng maps of all known species in the Richland County area. The list is based on
reported sightings within the appropriate geographic area and not based on a systenatic
ecol ogi cal survey of the entire county or of the site

There are several federally |isted endangered speci es whose distribution may include R chland
County. Several state threatened species or species of concern nmay also live near the site.

Two ani nal speci es whose status is undetermined, the redlip shiner (Notropis chiliticus) and the
bl acknose dace (Rhinichthys atratulus), are located along the surface water pathway
approxinmately 6 streammniles fromthe Palmetto Recycling property. Due to the | ow |l evels of
contam nation identified along North Branch Grane Creek and the distance to the |ocation of
these species fromthe site in streammles, it is very unlikely that these species of concern
are being affected by the site contam nants.

Based on the information collected fromstate and federal agencies, the Palnetto Recycling Site
does not pose a threat to any state or federally listed species. The site, however, may affect
the habitats and migratory paths of sonme speci es because of its rural location and its close
proximty to the North Branch Crane Creek, but information gathered reveals no |isted species
are near the site.

5.3 Nature and Extent of Contam nation

Environnental contami nation at the Site can be sunmmari zed as foll ows:



Surface Soil Sanpling - Surface soil sanples were collected from24 |locations as part of the R
field investigation - 7 by CDM Federal and 17 by EPA (see Figure 6). Twenty-three of these
sanpl es were collected to confirmor deny inpacts reported by the previous investigations. One
surface soil sanple was collected froman offsite |ocation to establish background conditions
for the site. All 7 sanples collected by COM Federal were sent to a Contract Laboratory Program
(CLP) laboratory for full Target Analyte List (TAL) paranmeter analyses. In addition, 1 sanple
(the background sanpl e} collected by COM Federal was al so anal yzed for full Target Conpound Li st
(TCL) paraneters. Al 17 sanples collected by EPA were sent to the EPA Environmental Services
Division (ESD) |aboratory for lead analysis. In addition, 9 of the 17 EPA sanples were al so
anal yzed for all other TAL paraneters except cyani de, and one of the sanples was al so anal yzed
for all TCL paranmeters. Table 1 summarizes the rationale for the selection of surface soi
sanpling | ocations.

One contam nant of concern, |ead was detected above the background concentration of 15.1 ppmin
78% of the non-background surface soil sanmples. Levels of the lead ranged from6.3 ppmto 6400
ppm One volatile organic 1, 2-D chloroethane was detected at a | evel of 0.0076 ppm (7 ppmis
the screening level). Because 1,2-dichloro-ethane was detected at a very | ow concentration

vol atile organics do not appear to significantly inpact the surface soil at the site.

Subsurface Soil Sampling - A total of 62 subsurface soil sanples were collected from10
locations during the Rl field effort (see Figure 7). Sanples were collected from borings
conpleted in and adj acent to known contam nant source areas and potential onsite source areas to
refine estimated pre-R source area boundaries. Twel ve of these were obtained froma soil boring
drilled in an offsite location to establish background conditions. Al subsurface soil sanples
were sent to a CLP | aboratory and anal yzed for TAL paraneters. |n addition, approximtely 25%
of the sanples were subjected to TCL analysis. Table 2 summarizes the rationale for the

sel ection of soil boring sanpling |ocations.
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Sanple ID
SS-01

SS-02

SS-03

SS- 04

SS- 05

SS- 06

SS- 07

SS-08

TABLE 1

RATI ONALE FOR SURFACE SO L SAMPLE LOCATI ONS
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE
COLUMBI A, SQUTH CARCLI NA

Descri ption/ Rati onal e

O fsite near northwestern corner of Facility/characterize background conditions

Dr ai nage
previ ous

Dr ai nage
previ ous

Dr ai nage
previ ous

ditch south of site in area of probable surface flow confirminpacts reported by

i nvestigation

ditch south of site in area of probable surface flow confirminpacts reported by

i nvestigation

ditch south of site in area of probable surface flow confirminpacts reported by

i nvestigation

West of work areal/ previous storage or disposa

previ ous

i nvestigation

area where inpacts have been reported by

North of facility in proximty to drainage feature discharging to Dry Fork Creek/forner
enpl oyee reported waste dunplng in this area

Nort heastern portion of facility/previous truck trailer parking area

East of the | agoon and waste stock pile area where processing operations fornerly existed

Nort hwestern portion of site to assess any inpacts from past operations

West of work areal/previous storage or disposa

previ ous
Sout h of
Sout h of
Sout h of
Sout h of

Dr ai nage
previ ous

Dr ai nage
previ ous

i nvestigation

wor k area/ previ ous storage
wor k area/ previ ous storage
wor k area/ previ ous storage

wor k area/ previ ous storage

or di sposa
or di sposa
or di sposal

or di sposal

area to assess inpacts from past
area to assess inpacts from past
area to assess impacts from past

area to assess impacts from past

area where inpacts have been reported by

operations
operations
operations

operations

dltch south of site in area of probable surface flow confirminpacts reported by
investigation. Also to confirmresults of SS-04.

ditch south of site in area of probable surface flow confirminpacts reported by

i nvestigation.



PR- 01 Under asphalt of previous work area to assess inpacts from past operations

PR- 02 Under asphalt of previous work area to assess inpacts from past operations

PR- 03 Under asphalt of previous work area to assess inpacts from past operations

PR- 04 Under asphalt of previous work area to assess inpacts from past operations

PR- 05 Nort heastern portion of facility/previous truck trailer parking area

PR- 06 Nort heastern portion of facility/previous truck trailer parking area

PR- 07 West of work areal/previous storage or disposal area where inpacts have been reported by

previ ous investigation
PR- 08 South of work area/previous storage or disposal area to assess inpacts from past operations
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Boring ID

BH 01

BH- 02

BH- 03

BH- 04

BH- 05

BH- 06

BH- 07

BH- 08

BH- 09

BH 10

TABLE 2

RATI ONALE FOR SO L BORI NG SAMPLE LOCATI ONS
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE
COLUMBI A, SOUTH CARCLI NA

Description/ Rati onal e

Near northwestern corner of property/characterize
background conditions and describe geol ogy

I nside property boundary on east side of site/confirm
or deny inpacts near existing waste pile

CQutside of property boundary east of site/confirmor
deny inpacts downgradient to site

I nsi de property boundary northeast of former office
bui | di ng/ confirmor deny presence of inpacts northeast
of fornmer office building

Nort heastern corner of facility/confirmor deny
presence of inpacts south of suspected dunping area

I nsi de property boundary in northeastern quadrant of
site/confirmor deny presence of inpacts northwest of
waste pile and south of suspected dunping area

I nside property boundary in central portion of
site/confirmor deny presence of inpacts west of
asphalt pad and former work area; north-northwest of
drum storage area

Qutside property boundary due east of asphalt pad and
fornmer work area/confirmor deny presence of inpacts
adj acent to waste pile and | agoon area

I nsi de property boundary sout heast of former office
bui | di ng/ confirmor deny presence of inpacts west of
asphalt pad and fornmer work area

I nsi de property boundary imediately south of asphalt
pad and fornmer work area/confirmor deny presence of
i npacts docurented by a previous assessnent



Subsurface soil analyses indicate that two volatile organics (toluene and acetone) and inorganic
chem cals are present at |evels above background concentrati ons. Because acetone is normally a
| aboratory contam nant and the concentrati on of toluene was very low, volatile organics do not
appear to have significantly inpacted subsurface soil at the site. Seventeen inorganics were
det ect ed above background concentrations. The nost frequently detected constituents above
background concentrati ons and those inorganics thought to be of significance are arsenic,
chromum lead, and vanadium |t appears that metals are concentrated in the southeastern
portion of the site. The naxi mumvertical extent of inorganic constituents detected above
background concentrati ons (lead and arsenic) was at approxi nately 60 feet. Chrom um and
vanadi um were detected as deep as 35 feet. The thickest interval which showed i npact was
estimated from10 to 63 feet. Vertical distribution of the metal constituents in each borehol e
was sporadic and did not follow any trends.

G oundwat er Contam nation - A total of 12 new nonitor wells (4 shallow, 4 internediate, and 4
deep) were installed as part of the field effort (see Figure 8). Goundwater sanples were
coll ected fromeach of the new wells and shipped to a CLP | aboratory and anal yzed for ful

TCL/ TAL paraneters. Table 3 summarizes the rationale for the selection of nonitor well

| ocati ons.

Three contam nants of concern, chloroform arsenic, and chrom umwere detected above the
background concentration in the groundwater. Chloroformwas detected in only one sanple at 6
ppb, which was bel ow t he Maxi mum Cont am nant Level (MCL) of 100 ppb. Levels of the arsenic were
detected in two sanples and ranged from 19 ppb to 38 ppb, which were bel ow the MCL of 50 ppb
Level s of chromumwere detected in six sanples and ranged from 3 ppb to 25 ppb, with two
sanpl es bei ng detected above the background concentration of 5 ppb, and all sanpl es being

det ected bel ow the MCL of 100 ppb

Surface Water and Sediment Sanpling - Atotal of 3 surface water and 6 sedi ment sanples were
collected fromonsite and offsite locations during the Rl to evaluate surface water contamn nant
m gration pathways and the extent of surface water contam nation (see Figure 9). Al surface
wat er and sedi nent sanples were sent to a CLP | aboratory and anal yzed for TAL paraneters. In
addition, 2 of the sanples were subjected to TCL anal ysi s.

There were no contam nants of potential concern identified for surface water and therefore this
medi um was dropped fromthe risk analysis. However, dieldrin was detected in the truck scale
excavation pit surface water sanple. The concentration nmeasured was very |l ow and therefore,
whil e sone potential inpact is indicated by the presence of this one pesticide, it appears that
contam -nation has not significantly inpacted surface water. None of the inorganics that were
detected in the truck scale excavation pit were at significant concentrations conpared to
Federal Anbient Water Quality Standards. Six inorganics were detected in the one stream surface
wat er sanpl e coll ected downgradi ent of the site. However, none of these inorganics were detected
above background concentrations. Sedi nent anal yses indicate that inorganic chemcals are
present at |evels above background. It appears that the constituents which were detected above
background are concentrated in the portions of the stream system situated between the background
| ocation and downgradi ent |ocation, suggesting that the downstream extent of inpacts has been
successfully estinmated. N ckel and vanadi um appear to be the nbst w despread constituents

det ect ed above background. Consequently, the contam nants have not significantly inpacted the
sediment at the site.

<I MG SRC 0495223H>
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TABLE 3

RATI ONALE FOR THE SELECTI ON OF MONI TOR WELL LOCATI ONS

Vell ID

MM O1S
MM 011
MM OLD

MM 02S
MM 021
MM 02D

MW 03S
MW 031
MM 03D

MW 04S
MW 041
MW 04D

MN - Monitor well
S - Shall ow

I - Internediate
D - Deep

PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE
COLUMBI A, SOUTH CARCLI NA

Description/ Rati onal e

Nort hwestern corner of facility/characterize background
condi tions.

I nside property boundary on east side of site/confirmor deny
impacts in area adjacent to waste pile and | agoon

Sout heast of Main Recycling facility outside of property
boundary/ confirmor deny inpacts in area downgradi ent of Min
Recycling facility.

Sout h- sout heast of Main Recycling facility outside property
boundary/ confirmor deny inpacts in area downgradi ent of Min
Recycling facility.



The areal extent of constituents in soil, surface water, sedinent, and groundwater was
estimated. Future migration patterns of constituents at |land surface and in the soil and rock
units of the underlying crystalline rock aquifer system were eval uated

Ecol ogi cal Screening - An endangered and threatened species and critical habitat screening was
perforned to identify listed species within the site area. The screening was perforned by
contacting local, state and federal agencies concerning wildlife and natural resources
identified in Richland County. The data fromthese agencies were collected, reviewed and
sumari zed as part of the field effort.

The Ecol ogi cal Assessnent concl uded that contam nants of concern identified in the surface water
and sedi nent of waterbodies |located in the Palnetto Recycling site area show a slight potentia
for risk to aquatic organisns. The potential risks to terrestrial receptors are expected to be
low due to the limted size and quality of the terrestrial habitat provided by the site

6.0 SUWARY CF SITE R SKS

A Baseline Ri sk Assessnent was conducted to evaluate the risks present at the Site to hunan
heal th and the environnent, under present day conditions and under assuned future use
condi ti ons.

The purpose of a Baseline R sk Assessnent is to provide a basis for taking action and to
identify the contam nants and the exposure nedia that need to be addressed by the renedi a
action. It serves as an indication of the potential risks posed by the Site if no action were
to be taken

This section of the ROD contains a brief summary of the results of the Baseline R sk Assessnent
conducted for the Site. Currently, there is no one living on the Site. However, approximately
300 persons reside within a one-mle radius of the Site. There are potable water supply wells
within one mle of the Site, however, there is also nunicipal water available. Future |and use
of the area including the site will likely remain residential, with the potential for future
resi dent use of groundwater as a potable water source

6.1 Contam nants of Concern

Data collected during the Rl were evaluated in the Baseline R sk Assessnent. Contam nants were
not included in the Baseline R sk Assessnment evaluation if any of the following criteria
appl i ed:

. If an inorganic conpound or elenent, it was not detected at or above tw ce the
background concentration

. If an inorganic conpound or elenent, it was detected at |ow concentrations, had very
low toxicity, and was judged to be naturally occurring

. The data included anal ytical results flagged as "N' (presunptive evidence) or "R
(not usabl e)

The results of the Baseline R sk Assessment concluded that the only nmedia of concern was surface
soil, and that the only contam nant of concern was Lead. Levels of Lead ranged from6.3 ppmto
6400 ppm

For the contam nant of potential concern, an exposure point concentration was determned in the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent. The upper ninety-five percent (95% confidence limt of the
arithnetic neans of all detections was used, unless it exceeded the naxi mum detect ed
concentration. If this occurred then the naxi mum detected concentrati on was used. The exposure
point concentration calculated in the Baseline R sk Assessnent was 1, 968 ppm

6.2 Exposure Assessment
The Site is located in a residential area that is expected to remain as such, though currently

there is no on-site resident. Currently, there are no workers on-site. There is a possibility of
trespassers gaining access to the site through broken areas of the perineter fence. This



popul ation coul d be exposed to surface soil and sedinents on the site. Therefore, it was
assuned that a hypothetical youth trespasser (age 7-16 years) would be potentially exposed to
the nedia through dernal contact with and the incidental ingestion of contam nants in surficia
soils and sedi nent. A trespasser woul d not be exposed to groundwater in any event. Surface
wat er exposure was not eval uated because all contam nant |evels are bel ow background | evel s.

The area surrounding the site is classified as residential, so it is appropriate to assune that

future on-site land use could also be residential. As a result, hypothetical future residents
are assuned to be exposed to sedinent, surface soil, and groundwater. the future child (1-6) and
adul t exposure pathways are incidental ingestion and dermal contact with surface soil and

sedi nent, ingestion of groundwater, and no-ingestion exposure to groundwater (e.g., inhalation

of volatiles fromshowering, washing clothes, and di shwashi ng).

For exposure to site groundwater by a resident, it was assunmed that the resident woul d i ngest
two (2) liters per day of groundwater for 350 days a year for a thirty (30) year period. It was
assuned that a child would be exposed for the sane tine period, but would only consune 1 liter
per day of water.

For exposure to site soil by a resident, it was assuned that the adult resident woul d
incidentally ingest one hundred (100) milligrans of soil per day for 350 days per year for a
thirty (30) year period. It was assunmed that the child resident would i ngest two hundred (200)
mlligrans of soil per day for 350 days per year for a six (6) year period.

6.3 Toxicity Assessnent of Contam nants

The purpose of the toxicity assessnent is to assign toxicity values (criteria) to each chenica
eval uated in the Baseline Ri sk Assessnment. The toxicity values are used in conbination with the
estimated doses to which a hunan coul d be exposed (as discussed in the R sk Characterization
subsection of the Baseline R sk Assessnment) to evaluate the potential hunman health risks

associ ated with each contaminant. Human health criteria devel oped by EPA (cancer slope factors
and non-cancer reference doses) were preferentially obtained fromthe Integrated Ri sk
Information System (IR'S, 1993) or the 1992 Health Effects Assessnent Summary Tabl es (HEAST

EPA, 1992). |In sone cases the Environnental Criteria Assessnment Office (ECAQ 1992) was
contacted to obtain criteria for chemicals which were not listed in IR'S or HEAST.

Sl ope factors (SF) have been devel oped by EPA for estinating excess lifetine cancer risks
associ ated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic contam nants of concern. SFs, which are
expressed as risk per mlligramper kilogramof dose, are nmultiplied by the estinmated intake of
a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estinmate of the excess lifetine
cancer risk associated with exposure at that intake |evel

The term "upper bound" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated fromthe SF
Use of this approach nmakes underestinmation of the actual cancer risk highly unlikely. Slope
factors are derived fromthe results of human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or chronic animal bioassay
data to which nathematical extrapolation fromhigh to | ow dose, and from ani mal to hunman dose
has been applied, and statistics to account for uncertainty have been applied (e.g. to account
for the use of aninal data to predict effects on humans).

Ref erence doses (RfDs) have been devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse
health effects fromexposure to the chem cals of concern exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects.

Rf Ds, which are expressed in units of ng/kg-day, are estinmates of daily exposure |levels for
humans, including sensitive subpopul ations, that are likely to be without risk of adverse
effect. Estinmated i ntakes of contam nants of concern fromenvironnmental nedia (e.g. the anount
of a chem cal of concern ingested fromcontam nated drinking water) can be conpared to the RfD
Rf Ds are derived from human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or from ani mal bioassay data to which
uncertainty factors have been applied (e.g., to account for the use of animal data to predict
effects on hunans).

Chemicals are classified regarding their carcinogenic potential according to EPA' s
wei ght - of - evi dence system This classification scheme is summari zed bel ow.

Goup A Known human car ci nogen



Group BI1: Probabl e human carci nogen, based on linmted hunman epi dem ol ogi cal evi dence.

Group B2: Probabl e human carci nogen, based on i nadequat e hunan epi dem ol ogi cal evi dence
but sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in aninals

Goup C Possi bl e human carcinogen, limted evidence of carcinogenicity in aninals.
Goup D Not classifiable due to insufficient data

Goup E Not a human carci nogen, based on adequate ani nal studi es and/ or hunman
epi demi ol ogi cal evi dence

Chloroform 1,2-Dichloroethane, Berylliumand | ead are classified as B2 carci nogens. Arsenic
and Chromum are classified as A carcinogens.

6.4 Ri sk Characterization

The final step of the Baseline R sk Assessnent, the generation of nunerical estinmates of risk
was acconplished by integrating the exposure and toxicity information

For a carcinogen, risks are estinmated as the increnmental probability of an individual devel oping
cancer over a life-time as a result of exposure to the carcinogen. Excess life-tine cancer
risk is calculated fromthe foll owing equation

Risk = CDI x CSF
wher e

Risk = a unitless probability (e.g. 2 x 10-5) of an
i ndi vi dual devel opi ng cancer

CDl = chronic daily intake averaged over seventy (70)
years (ny/ kg-day), and

CSF = conpound and rout e-specific carci nogenic sl ope
factor, expressed as (ng/kg-day)-1

These risks are probabilities that are generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g. 1 X
10-6). An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10-6 indicates that, as a reasonabl e maxi mum
estinmate, an individual has a 1 in 1,000,000 chance of devel oping cancer as a result of
site-rel ated exposure to a carcinogen over a seventy (70) year lifetine under the specific
exposure conditions at a Site

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by conparing an exposure |evel over a
specified tine period (e.g., life-tine) with a reference dose derived for a sinilar exposure
period. The ratio of the estinmated exposure dose to the reference dose is called the hazard
quotient (HQ. An HQless than 1 indicates that a receptor's dose of a single contamnant is
less than the RFD, and that the toxic noncarcinogenic effects fromthat chemcal are unlikely.

By adding the HQ for all chem cal (s) of concern that affect the sane target organ (e.g. liver)
within a nediumor across all nedia to which a given popul ation may reasonably be exposed, the
Hazard Index (H') is generated. An H less than 1 indicates that, based on the sumof all HQ
fromdifferent contam nants and exposure routes, toxic noncarcinogenic effects from al

contami nants are unlikely.



The HQ is calculated as fol |l ows:
Non- cancer HQ = CDI/ RfD
wher e

CDI = Chronic Daily Intake (average over the exposure
period) (ny/kg-day)

RfD = reference dose (ng/kg-day); and

CDl and RfD are expressed in the sane units and represent the sane period (i.e., chronic,
subchronic, or short-ternj.

Car ci nogeni ¢ ri sk and noncarci nogenic Hazard Index (H') ratios were calculated for both the
current | and use scenario, with residents near the Site, and the anticipated future | and use
scenario, which is residential use. The Baseline R sk Assessnent determned that the tota
cancer risk (using Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposure) for the current residential scenario exceeded an
individual risk of 1E-6 in sedinment. The cancer risk estinmates associated with exposure to
sedinent are 3E-6 for arsenic and 2E-6 for beryllium This risk level is within the EPA
acceptable risk range (1E-4 to 1E-6). However, EPA nay decide that a baseline risk level |ess
than 1E-4 (i.e a risk between 1E-4 and 1E-6) is unacceptable to site specific conditions and
that remedial action is warranted. However, for the site, EPA believes that renediation of

sedi nent woul d not be required for protection of human health. The total Hazard Index for the
current resident is 0.02. This hazard index is well below any |evel of concern for
noncar ci nogens (1.0) and indicates the Site does not pose an unacceptabl e non-carci nogenic risk
under the current exposure scenario evaluated in the Baseline R sk Assessnent. Therefore there
is no unacceptabl e current non-carcinogenic risk at the Palnetto Recycling Site

The Baseline Ri sk Assessment al so determined that the total cancer risk for the future Site
residential scenario was 6E-4. The contributing exposure pathways were groundwater ingestion
and inhal ation (6E-4), surface soil dust inhalation (3E-6), and surface soil ingestion (2E-5)
and dernmal contact (2E-6). The contam nants arsenic and chl orof orm exceeded a risk of 1E-6 in
groundwat er. The cancer risk estinmates associated with exposure to groundwater ingestion and
inhalation totals are 5E-4 for arsenic and 3E-5 for chloroform However, the contam nants
arsenic and chloroformin the groundwater at the site were bel ow federal and/or state MIL's.
Therefore, it has been determ ned that groundwater does not warrant renediation. The cancer
risk estimates associated with exposure to surface soil dust inhalation, surface soil ingestion
and dernal contact totals are 6E-6 for arsenic and 2E-5 for beryllium This risk level is
within the EPA acceptable risk range (1E-4 to 1E-6). However, EPA may deci de that a baseline
risk level less than 1E-4 (i.e a risk between 1E-4 and 1E-6) is unacceptable to site specific
conditions and that renedial action is warranted. However, for the site, EPA believes that
remedi ati on of surface soil for the contam nants arsenic and beryllium would not be required
for protection of human health. Lead is being considered separately because it does not have
toxicity values. The Hazard Index for the future Site residential scenario was 2.0 for a child
and 5.0 for an adult exposed to groundwater; both of these |evels exceed the acceptabl e hazard
index of 1.0. However, the contam nants arsenic and chloroformin the groundwater at the site
were bel ow federal and/or state MCL's. Therefore, it has been determ ned that groundwater does
not warrant renediation. The non-carcinogenic risk is attributable to the ingestion of the
arsenic and chrom um present in the groundwater. The Hazard Index for the future Site
residential scenario was 0.1 for a child and 0.01 for an adult exposed to surface soils; both of
these Hazard Indices are bel ow EPA's | evel of concern (H of 1.0) for noncarcinogenic toxicity

In addition, Lead was also identified as a contam nant of concern. Currently there is not an EPA
sl ope factor or reference dose for |ead. EPA believes that the avail able studies in aninals do
not provide sufficient quantitative information for their calculation (ATSDR 1990). Al though
lead is currently classified as a B2 carcinogen, the EPA considers the noncarci nogenic
neurotoxic effects in children to be the critical toxic effect in terns of health based
environnental cleanup. The neurotoxic effects of chronic |owlevel |ead exposure in children
may occur at blood levels as |low as 10 ug/dl

In the absence of lead health criteria, two approaches were considered. The first was to
predict nmean | ead blood levels in children using the Lead Uptake/ Bi oki netic Mddel (version



0.99d, U S. EPA 1994). The second approach conpares on-site nean |evel concentration with
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenments (ARARs).

The results of the nodel predicted that 10.61% of the exposed popul ati on woul d have a bl ood | ead
concentration above the cutoff of 10 ug/dl. EPA generally requires further action if greater
than 5% of the exposed population is predicted to have blood | ead | evels higher than the cutoff
poi nt.

Mean concentrations were calculated for the groundwater and soil nedia and were conpared to the
rel evant applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs). The groundwat er
concentration of 10 ppb, calcul ated as the nean concentrati on, was approxi mately 33 percent
lower than the current action |level of 15 ppb published by the O fice of Drinking Water of EPA
Therefore, it has been determ ned that groundwater does not warrant renediation. The nmean

| ead concentration of the soil at the site was 528 ppm which is 32 percent greater than the
current screening |level of 400 ppmas per OSVER Directive 9355.4-12. The |l evel of 400 ppmis
design to protect children from devel oping | ead bl ood | evel s above 10 ug/dl. As a result of the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent, EPA has determ ned that renediation of surface soil would be required
for the protection of hunman health and the environnment. Thus, since the screening |evel of 400
ppmis designed to protect children from devel oping | ead bl ood | evel s above 10 ug/dl, EPA has
sel ected the level of 400 ppmfor |ead as the renediation goal for surface soil

No substantial risk to wildlife or the environnent was found to exist under present or future
condi ti ons.

The Basel i ne Ri sk Assessment concluded that the subsurface soils, the surface water, and the
sedinents at the Site are not nedia of concern. During the FS, it was determ ned that the
groundwat er was not a nedia of concern. The Baseline R sk Assessnment determned that the
surface soil was the only medi a posi ng an unacceptable | evel of risk to human health or the
environnent. The actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not
addressed by inplenmenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision, nay present
an i mm nent and substantial endangernent to public health or the environnent.

7.0 DESCRI PTION OF SO L REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

The FS woul d nornmally consider a wide variety of general response actions and technol ogies for
remedi ating surface soil at the Site. However, due to the very focused scope of the FS and the
smal | extent of contamination, the screening of potential renedial actions was limted. Severa
previ ous renedi al actions have been perfornmed at the Palnetto Recycling Site to renove

contam nated sl udge, soil, and wastewater. This FS focused on renedi ating the renaini ng "hot
spots" of contam nation.

Based on the FS, Baseline R sk Assessnent, and Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate
Requirenents (ARARs), the renedial action objectives (RAGs) |isted bel ow were established for
the Site. Alternatives were devel oped with the goal of attaining these objectives:

. Prevent ingestion, inhalation, or dernmal contact with surface soil that contains
| ead concentrations in excess of the renediation |evel

. Control mgration of lead fromsoil to groundwater

. Prevent ingestion or inhalation of soil particulates in the air having | ead
concentrations in excess of the renediation |evel

. Control mgration of lead fromsurface soil to a surface water body (via surface
water runoff) that would result in contamnation to |levels greater than the Anbient
Water Quality Criteria of 3.2 nug/l for |ead;

. Control future releases of contaminants to ensure protection of human health and the
envi ronnent ; and

. Permanently and significantly reduce the nobility, toxicity, or volume (MT/V) of
characteristic hazardous waste with treatnent.



The results of the Rl showed that the surface soil is contam nated with | ead above the

remedi ation | evel of 400 ng/ kg (see Table 4). The soil contam nation extends over an estimated
area of approximately 29,500 square feet. The estimated depth of contami nation is one foot.
Therefore, the estimated volune of surface soil contamination is approximately 1,100 cubic yards
(see Figure 10).

Since the volune of contamination is snall, the only general response actions that were
considered are no action, institutional actions, and renoval followed by offsite treatnment (if
required) and disposal (at a treatnent, storage, and disposal Facility). Onsite treatnment such
as solidification/stabilization was not evaluated in this FS because the estinmated quantity of
contam nated soil at this site falls short of the typical cut-off mark used within the industry
to size whether a project is nore cost-effectively treated onsite versus offsite (2000 tons %
15% .

The nost appropriate technol ogi es applicable to the contam nation found at the Palnetto
Recycling Site were chosen for each of the general response actions. Specific process options
were then selected to represent those technol ogies. Renedial action alternatives were

formul ated considering the extent of surface soil contam nation, contam nant type, contam nant
concentrations, and applicable technol ogies. The alternatives assessed for this site are
presented in Table 5. These alternatives were eval uated on the basis of overall protection of
human health and the environnent, |ong-term effectiveness, conpliance with ARARs, reduction of
nmobility, toxicity, or volume through treatnent, short-termeffectiveness, inplenentability, and
cost .

Three alternatives were devel oped. These actions include: no further action at the site beyond
nmonitoring the surface soil and groundwater (Alternative 1); inplenenting deed restrictions and
fencing to control public access to the soils (Alternative 2); and renoving the last potentia
source(s) of surface soil contamination and di sposing of the soils at a properly permtted
offsite facility (Alternative 3).

Each of the three (3) alternatives is discussed below Aternatives 1 and 2 will not neet the
remedi ation goal presented in Section 9.1.3 of this ROD. Alternative 3 will neet the

remedi ation goal. Alternative 3 represents the highest |evel of protectiveness and the maxi num
reduction of contami nant nobility and toxicity. Alternative 2, Limted Action, is not expected
to achieve a reduction in surface soil contam nant toxicity or volunme, but will elimnate sone
exposure pathways through access restrictions

<I MG SRC 0495223J>



TABLE 4
REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VE FOR SURFACE SO L
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE
COLUMBI A, SOUTH CARCLI NA

Chemi cal of Renedi ati on Level Basi s
Concern (no/ kg)
Lead 400 OSVEER Directive 9355.4-12

*This | evel was selected for this Site based on the OSWER Directive 9355.4-12
TABLE 5
DEVELOPMENT OF REMEDI AL ACTI ON ALTERNATI VES FOR SURFACE SO L

PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE
COLUMBI A, SOUTH CARCLI NA

Al terna- Description of Process Options Enpl oyed
tive
1 No Action

Long-term soil and groundwater nmonitoring for 30 years

2 Limted Action:
Deed restrictions
Fenci ng
Long-term soil and groundwater nmonitoring for 30 years

3 Excavati on
O fsite Disposal at either:
a) Subtitle DIlandfill (if TCLP proves nonhazardous)
b) Subtitle Ctreatnment and disposal facility (if
TCLP proves hazardous)

Short-term groundwater nonitoring for 5 years

Alternative 1, No Action, is the least protective alternative, in that it would not neet ARARs
or elimnate exposure pathways.

"O8M costs" refer to the costs of operating and naintaining the treatnment described in the
alternative, for an assuned period of 30 years. &M costs were cal cul ated using a seven percent
(7% discount rate per year.

Alternatives 1 (No Action) and 2 (Limted Action) include long-termsoil and groundwater
nmonitoring at the Site for a period of 30 years. A ternative 3 (Excavation and Offsite
Di sposal ) includes verification soil sanpling to insure that all soil contam nated at
concentrations exceeding the renediation goal is renoved for treatnment or disposal.
Additionally, all alternatives except Alternative 3 include six Five Year Reviews to be
conducted during the assuned 30-year O8M peri od.

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not conply with the Resource Conservati on and Recovery Act (RCRA)
landfill closure requirenents, in 40 CFR Part 264 and in the South Carolina Hazardous Waste
Managenent Regul ations (SCHWR), Reg. 61-79.264, which require renoval of contamnation "to the
maxi mum extent possible." Alternative 3 would, assum ng successful inplenentation, conply with
the followi ng najor applicable ARARs. Alternative 3 involves materials handling and potenti al
generation of particulates, and thus, nmust conply with the South Carolina Anbient Air Quality
St andards (AAQS) which inplenment the South Carolina Pollution Control Act, and the National

Em ssi on Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) under the dean Air Act. Aternative 3
could include landfill disposal of hazardous wastes and, therefore, could be required to conply
with RCRA | and di sposal restrictions (LDRS, 40 CFR Part 268, SCHWR 61-79.268) if the soils are
shown to be hazardous wastes subject to | and di sposal requirenents (40 CFR Part 261,



SCHWNR-61-79.261). Finally, U S. Departnment of Transportation (DOT), EPA (40 CFR Part 262), and
SCDHEC ( SCHWWR 61-79. 262) regul ati ons governing the transportation of hazardous materials would
also apply to alternatives 3 if the soils prove to be hazardous waste

7.1 Aternative 1: No Action

CERCLA requires that EPA consider a "No Action" alternative to serve as a basis agai nst which
other alternatives can be conpared. Under this alternative, no action would be taken to renedy
the contam nated surface soil at the site and to reduce (MT/V) waste. Because contam nants
woul d be left on-site under this alternative, the No Action Alternative would involve the
continued nonitoring of the soil and groundwater quality at the site. Goundwater nonitoring
woul d be acconplished utilizing existing nonitor wells. These wells would be sanpled for |ead on
a quarterly basis for the first five years and annually for a renai nder of twenty-five years.
Soil nonitoring woul d consist of surface soil sanpling for the same paraneter and frequency.
Public health eval uati ons woul d be conducted every five years and woul d al |l ow EPA to assess the
ongoi ng risks to human health and the environnent posed by the site. The eval uations would be
based on the data collected fromsoil and groundwater nonitoring

Capital Cost: $ 0.00
Annual O8M Cost : $ 68, 000. 00
Total Present Wirth Cost: $612, 000. 00

*The estimated annual O&M cost is approximately $68,000 during the first 5 years and $17, 400
thereafter.

7.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 - LIM TED ACTI ON

This alternative is identical to the No Action Alternative (Alternative 1) described above
except that it includes inplenentation of institutional neasures to control, |limt, and nonitor
activities onsite. The objectives of institutional actions are to prevent prol onged exposure to
contam nant concentrations, control future devel opment or excavation at the site, and prevent
the installation of water supply wells within the boundaries of the site. These objectives are
acconpl i shed by nonitoring soil and groundwater at the site and limting use and access by

pl acing fences and deed restrictions on all properties within potentially contam nated areas.
The effectiveness of institutional actions depends on their continued inplenentation

Soil and groundwater nonitoring can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of any renedial action
in controlling releases fromthe site. Fences and deed restrictions are designed to prevent
access/exposure to soil by limting what can be done at the site. Restrictions would be placed
on the site tolimt its future use. This could be acconplished by recording in the property
deeds that potentially hazardous surface soil is located on the property and that use
restrictions have been inposed. |If inplenmented correctly, they provide | ow cost noderate
protection against direct contact with contam nants. Deed restrictions and fences are potentia
mechanisns to limt and nonitor activity on the property, and ensure that all contact with

potentially contam nated surface soil is regulated and nonitored
Capi tal Cost: $ 53, 000. 00
Annual 0&M Cost : $ 68, 000. 00
Total Present Wrth Cost: $668, 000. 00

*The estimated annual O8&M cost is approximately $68,000 during the first 5 years and $17, 400
thereafter.

7.3 ALTERNATI VE 3 - EXCAVATI ON AND OFFSI TE DI SPOSAL

Alternative 3 includes excavation of surface soil that exceeds the renediation |evel and

disposal in either a RCRA landfill or a solid waste landfill. Conventional excavation will be
used to renove the top one foot of soil. The soil will be Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure (TCLP) tested. |If the soil exceeds the Land D sposal Restrictions (currently 5 ppm

for lead), then the soil will be transported to a RCRA Subtitle C disposal facility. Prior
to disposal, the facility will pretreat the soils using a stabilizer/solidifier such as a cenent
or pozzol an based agent. |If the soil does not exceed the 5 ppmrestriction, it can be



transported to a Subtitle D solid waste landfill and di sposed of directly w thout pretreatnent.
The excavated area woul d be backfilled with clean topsoil.

G oundwat er nmonitoring on an annual basis, for at least five years, would be required to
eval uate site progress.

If soils can go to a RCRA subtitle D (nonhazardous facility)

Capi tal Cost: $158, 000. 00
Annual O8M Cost : $ 13, 000. 00
Total Present Wirth Cost $237, 000. 00

*The estimated annual O&M cost is approximately $13,000 for 5 years.

If soils nust go to a RCRA subtitle C (hazardous facility)

Capi tal Cost: $857, 000. 00
Annual O8M Cost : $ 13, 000. 00
Total Present Wirth Cost: $936, 000. 00

*The estimated annual 0&M cost is approximately $13,000 for 5 years.
8.0 SUWARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VE
Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The three (3) alternatives for surface soil renediation were eval uated based upon the nine (9)
criteria set forth in 40 CF. R § 300.430(e) (9) of the NCP. In the sections which follow,
brief summaries of how the alternatives were judged agai nst these nine (9) criteria are
presented. |In addition, the sections are prefaced by brief descriptions of the criteria.

8.1 Surface Soil Renediation Alternatives

For ease of reference, the three (3) surface soil renedial alternatives that EPA considered are
listed in Table 2.

8.1.1 Threshold Criteria
Two (2) threshold criteria nust be achieved by a renedial alternative before it can be sel ect ed.

1. Overall protection of human health and the environnent addresses whether the alternative

wi Il adequately protect human health and the environnment fromthe risks posed by the Site.
Included is an assessnment of how and whether the risks will be properly elimnated, reduced, or
controlled through treatnent, engineering controls, and/or institutional controls.

Regardi ng surface soil concerns, Alternatives 1 and 2 do not elim nate exposure pathways and
reduce the level of risk. However, Alternative 2 mninally reduces the level of human risk by
way of deed restrictions and fencing. Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 do not limt mgration of
or renove existing surface soil contam nation. Alternative 3 elimnates exposure pat hways and
greatly reduces the level of risk. In addition, Aternative 3 renobves contam nation and
elimnates further mgration.

2. Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenments (ARARs) addresses
whether an alternative will neet all of the requirenents of Federal and State environmental |aws
and regul ations, as well as other laws, and/or justifies a waiver froman ARAR The specific
ARARs which will govern the selected renedy are listed and described in Section 9.0, the

Sel ect ed Renedy.

The eval uation of the ability of the proposed alternatives to conply with ARARs included a
di scussion of chem cal -specific, action-specific and |ocation-specific ARARs presented in

Section 7.

Alternatives 1 and 2 will not neet chenical -specific ARAR s for surface soil. Under Aternative



3, ARAR s will be met through excavation and offsite disposal at a properly designed facility.
8.1.2 Primary Balancing Oriteria

Five (5) criteria were used to weigh the strengths and weaknesses of the alternatives, and were
used to select one of the Three (3) alternatives. Assumng satisfaction of the threshold
criteria, these five (5) criteria are EPA's nain considerations in selecting an alternative as
the remedy.

1. Long termeffectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of the alternative to naintain
reliable protection of human health and the environnent over tine, once the renediation goals
have been net. The continued exposure of onsite receptors to surface soils is a potentia
long-terminpact for Alternatives 1 and 2. Because contami nated soil renains onsite under these
two alternatives. The renmediation |evel derived for protection of human health and the
environnent would not be net by Alternatives 1 and 2. Under Alternative 3, renoval of the soils
will elimnate exposure pathways. The residual risk is | ow because the surface soil that
exceeds the renediation level will be disposed of offsite. Landfill disposal has been proven to
be an effective solution for containnent of contam nated material over the long-term

2. Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volune through treatnment addresses the anticipated
performance of the treatnent technologies that an alternative nmay enploy. The 1986 anmendnents
to CERCLA, the Superfund Anendnents and Reauthorization Act (SARA), directs that, when possible
EPA shoul d choose a treatnment process that pernmanently reduces the level of toxicity of Site
contam nants, elimnates or reduces their mgration away fromthe Site, and/or reduces their
volume on a Site

Alternatives 1 & 2 do not achieve a reduction in the toxicity, nmobility, or volume of the
contam nants since these alternatives are considered conplete at this tine. Aternative 3 will
reduce the nobility of contam nants, but the toxicity and volune will renmin the sane.

3. Short-termeffectiveness refers to the potential for adverse effects to hunan health or the
envi ronnent posed by inplenentati on of the renedy.

During the inplenentation of all the alternatives, both onsite workers and peopl e surroundi ng
the site will be protected when sanpling the various nedia during review reassessnent every 5
years, when installing a fence around the site and from possi bl e i npacts caused by excavation
activities. R sks fromsoil excavation and renoval would be addressed in health and safety
plans. There is no risk to the environnental receptors frominplenentation of any renedy,

al though, habitats could be disrupted during excavation activities.

4. Inplenmentability considers the technical and admi nistrative feasibility of an alternative
including the availability of naterials and services necessary for inplenentation

Al conponents of each alternative are both technically and administratively feasible
Alternative 1 and 2 can be inplenmented i medi ately because fencing and nonitoring equi pnent are
readily available. For Alternative 2 in admnistrative terns, inplenenting this alternative may
have its difficulties. Access restrictions are subject to changes in political jurisdictions
legal interpretations, and regul atory enforcenent. As properties change hands, it is inperative
that owners are inforned of the deed restrictions and abide by them Alternative 3 can be

i npl enented. Excavation and | andfill disposal are proven technologies. There is an identifiable
RCRA Subtitle Cfacility that can properly treat and di spose of the soils. Access to Subtitle D
facilities is also available. Excavation of the surface soil requires only conventiona

equi pnent .

5. Cost includes both the capital (investrment) costs to inplenent an alternative, plus the
| ong-term O8&M expendi tures applied over a projected period of operation. The total present
worth cost for each of the four alternatives is presented in Table 3, and in Section 7

8.1.3 Mudifying Oiteria

State acceptance and comunity acceptance are two (2) additional criteria that are considered in
sel ecting a renedy, once public comment has been received on the Proposed Pl an



1. State acceptance: The State of South Carolina concurs with this renmedy. South Carolina's
letter of concurrence is provided in Appendix B to this ROD.

2. Comunity acceptance was indicated by verbal coments received at the Pal netto Recycling
Site Proposed Plan public neeting, held on Decenber 6, 1994. The public comment period opened
on Novenber 22, 1994, and closed on January 23, 1995 (after a 30-day extension). Witten
comrent s recei ved concerning the Site, and those coments expressed at the public neeting, are
addressed i n the Responsiveness Summary attached in Appendix A to this ROD.
9.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY
Based upon consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the NCP, the detail ed analysis of the
three (3) alternatives and public and state comrents, EPA has selected a renedy that addresses
surface soil contamnation at this Site. At the conpletion of this renedy, the risk renaining
at this Site will be considered protective of human health and the environment.
The selected renmedy for the Site is:

Alternative 3, Excavation and Offsite Di sposal
Total present worth cost of the selected renmedy is:
If soils can go to a RCRA subtitle D (nonhazardous facility)
Total Present Wrth Cost: $237, 000. 00
If soils nust go to a RCRA subtitle C (hazardous facility)
Total Present Wrth Cost: $936, 000. 00
This renmedy consists of excavation of surface soil and offsite disposal in either a RCRA
landfill or a solid waste landfill. The follow ng subsections describe this renedy in detail,
provide the criteria (ARARS and TBC material) which shall apply, and establish the perfornmance

standards for inplenentation.

9.1 Surface Soil Contam nation

This renmedy conponent consists of excavation of contam nated soil, verification sanpling, and
transport of the soil to either a permtted RCRA Subtitle C disposal facility or a Subtitle D
solid waste landfill. The follow ng subsections describe this renedy in detail, provide the

criteria (ARARS and TBC naterial) which shall apply, and establish the perfornmance standards for
i npl enent ati on.

For purposes of describing this portion of the remedy and specifying the requirenents which
shall apply toit, it is assuned that sone or all of the contam nated soils to be addressed will
be shown by | aboratory analysis to be RCRA hazardous wastes. However, TCLP tests could prove
ot her wi se.

9.1.1 Description

On-Site work shall be performed in accordance with the OSHA health and safety standards
applicable to renedial activities. Proper naterials handling procedures shall be used during

t he excavati on and handling of soil. Such nmeasures may include the use of water to mnimze
dust emi ssions during soil excavation, transport, and handling, and the use of tarps or plastic
sheeting placed over tenporary soil stockpiles to mnimze dust em ssions and runoff.

Soil in the area of soil contam nation shall be excavated until the remaining soil achieves the
concentrations established as perfornmance standards as described in Section 9.1.3 of this ROD

Prior to excavation, soil sanpling sufficient to confirmthe areal extent of soil which exceeds
these criteria, shall be conducted at all three conpass boundaries of the area shown in Figure
10 of this ROD. \Verification sanpling shall be enployed to ensure that all soils contam nated
at |levels exceeding the perfornmance standard are renoved.



After excavation, the soil will be Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) tested. |If
the soil exceeds the Land Disposal Restrictions (currently 5 ppmfor lead), then the soil will
be transported to a RCRA Subtitle C disposal facility. Prior to disposal, the facility wll

pretreat the soils using a stabilizer/solidifier such as a cenent or pozzol an based agent. |If
the soil does not exceed the 5 ppmrestriction, it can be transported to a Subtitle D solid
waste |landfill and di sposed of directly without pretreatnent.

Transport shall be acconplished in conpliance with DOT regul ati ons governi ng transportation of
hazardous materi al s.

Excavation work shall be staged and coordi nated with backfill/gradi ng/seeding activities to

m ni m ze dust production and surface water runoff. The on-Site excavation shall be backfilled
with clean soil, properly reconpacted, and the |and surface regraded to the preexisting natura
sl ope. A vegetative cover will be established to mnimze undue surface water runoff and

m ni m ze erosion.

G oundwat er nmonitoring on an annual basis, for at least five years, would be required to
eval uate site progress

This alternative represents the best bal ance anong the criteria used to eval uate renedi es.
Alternative 3 is believed to be protective of hunan health and the environnent, would attain
ARARs, woul d be cost effective, and would utilize pernanent solutions and alternative treatnent
t echnol ogi es or resource technol ogi es to the naxi num extent practicable

9.1.2 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs)

ARARs originate fromapplicable requirenents intended to definitely and specifically apply to a
renmedi al action; or relevant and appropriate requirenents, which, while not intended to apply to
the specific situation in question, EPA judges to be applicable to a renedial action. In

addi tion, when establishing criteria for ensuring the proper inplenentation of a renedi al

action, EPA may devel op requirenments from ot her gui dance docunments or criteria, sources often
referred to as "To Be Considered" naterial (TBGCs).

Applicable Requirenents. Soil renediation shall conply with all applicable portions of the
follow ng Federal and State of South Carolina regulations listed in Tables 6-9 and bel ow

49 CFR Parts 107, 171-179, pronul gated under the authority of the Hazardous Materials
Transportation Act. Regulates the |abeling, packaging, placarding, and transport of hazardous
materials offsite.

40 CFR Parts 261, 262 (Subparts A-D), 263, and 268, pronul gated under the authority of the
Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act., These regul ations govern the identification
transportati on, manifestation, and | and di sposal restriction requirenments of hazardous wastes

If the contam nated soils fail TCLP, nost likely, the land disposal restrictions in 40 CFR Part
268 will apply. However, if EP toxicity tests are performed and the contam nated soils do not
exceed EP toxicity limts, then the I and di sposal restrictions in 40 CFR Part 268 will not

apply, even though the contam nated soils fail TCLP. 1In the event that the Site soils requiring
remedi ati on do not test hazardous (i.e., do not fail TCLP), the regulations |listed here will be
consi dered rel evant and appropriate rather than applicable.

SCHWWR 61-79. 124, .261, .262, .263 and .268, South Carolina Hazardous Waste Managenent
Regul ati ons, promul gated pursuant to the Hazardous Waste Managenent Act, SC Code of Laws-, 1976
as anended, establishes criteria for identifying and handling hazardous wastes, as well as |and
di sposal restrictions regulations will also becone relevant and appropriate in the renmedi ation
do not prove to be event that the soils requiring hazardous, as described in the above

par agr aph.

Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents. The follow ng regulations are "rel evant and appropri ate"
to source control actions (soil remediation) at the Palnmetto Recycling Site. Applicability of
these air quality control regulations is due to the potential for release of harnfu
particulates (netals) during soil excavation and handling activities.

40 CFR Parts 60 and 61, pronul gated under the authority of the ean Air Act. |Included are the



Nati onal Em ssions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs). Anbient air quality
standards for em ssions to the atnosphere fall under these regul ations

SC Reg. 61-62, South Carolina Air Pollution Control Regul ations and Standards, pronul gated
pursuant to the S.C. Pollution Control Act, SC Code of Laws, 1976, as anended. Establishes
limts for em ssions of hazardous air pollutants and particulate matter, and establishes
acceptabl e anbient air quality standards within South Carolina

"To Be Consi dered" and O her Quidance

Revi sed Procedures for Planning and Inplenenting Of-site Response Actions, OSVWER Directive
9834. 11, Novenber 1987. This directive, often referred to as "the off-site policy," requires
EPA personnel to take certain neasures before CERCLA wastes are sent to any facility for
treatnent, storage, or disposal. EPA personnel nust verify that the facility to be used is
operating in conpliance with $ 3004 and $ 3005 of RCRA, as well as all other federal and state
regul ations and requirenents. Al so, the permt under which the facility operates nust be
checked to ensure that it authorizes (1) the acceptance of the type of wastes to be sent, and
(2) the type of treatnent to be perfornmed on the wastes.

40 CFR Part 50, promul gated under the authority of the Clean Air Act. This regulation includes
the National Anbient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and establishes a national baseline of
anbient air quality levels. The state regulation which inplenents this regulation, South
Carolina Reg. 62-61, is applicable to the source control portion of the renedy.

Various TBC materials were utilized in the Baseline R sk Assessnment and in the Feasibility
Study. Because cl eanup standards were established based on these docunents, they are considered
TBC.

In the Baseline R sk Assessnent, TBC nmaterial included information concerning toxicity of, and
exposure to, Site contaminants. TBC material included the Integrated R sk Information System
(IRIS), Health Effects Assessnent Summary Tabl es (HEAST), and ot her EPA gui dance as specified in
the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent.

In the FS, soil concentrations protective of hunan health and the environnent were cal cul ated
based on the Site-specific risk calculations fromthe Baseline R sk Assessnent, using TBC
information as descri bed above. These |levels are established as performance standards in the
follow ng section. There are no established federal or state standards for acceptable |evels of
Pal retto Recycling Site contamnants in surface or subsurface soils.

The protective level for surface soils (0-1 feet) was established for lead (Pb) which is
equi valent to the EPA Region |V Level of Concern 400 ng/kg for surface soils (0-1 feet). This
criterion is al so designated TBC

O her requirenents. Renedial design often includes the discovery and use of unforeseeabl e, but
necessary, requirenments, which result fromthe planning and investigation inherent in the design
process itself. Therefore, during design of the source control conponent of the sel ected
remedy, EPA may, through a forrmal ROD nodification process such as an Expl anati on of Significant
Di fferences or a ROD Anendnent, elect to designate further ARARs which apply, or are rel evant
and appropriate, to this portion of the renedy.

9.1.3 Performance Standards

The standards outlined in this section conprise the performance standard defini ng successfu

inpl enentation of the renedy. The soil renediation goal is 400 ppmfor Lead for all areas
across the site. Excavation. The soil renediation goal (Table 4) is established as a
performance standard. The perfornmance standard shall control the excavation procedure described
above. Additionally, all on-Site excavation work shall conply with 29 CFR 1910.120, the CSHA
health and safety requirenments applicable to renedial activities.

Transport of contami nated soil. Transportation shall be acconplished in conpliance with the
Hazardous Materials Transportation Act (49 CFR 107, 171-179).

Di sposal of contam nated soil. D sposal of contamnated Site soil shall conply with the



applicable, or relevant and appropriate, RCRA regulations (40 CFR Parts 261, 262 (Subparts A-D),
263, and 268). The determination of applicability, versus relevant and appropriate, is described
in Section 9.1.2, under "applicable requirenents," where the above regulations are cited. In
any circunstance, the disposal of contam nated soils shall be done at a RCRA Subtitle C
treatnent, storage, and disposal facility.

Confirmation soil sanpling will be conducted to insure that all contam nated soil has been
excavat ed.

10. STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renmedy for this Site nmeets the statutory requirenents set forth at Section 121(b)
(1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 8§ 9621(b) (1). This section states that the renedy nust protect human
health and the environnent; neet ARARs (unless waived); be cost-effective; use permanent
solutions, and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the
nmaxi mum extent practicable; and finally, wherever feasible, enploy treatnment to reduce the
toxicity, mobility or volume of the contami nants. The follow ng sections discuss how the renedy
fulfills these requirenents.

Protection of human health and the environment: The surface soil renmediation alternative will
i ncl ude excavation of surface soil that exceeds the renediation |evel of 400 ppmfor Lead and
di sposal in either a RCRA Landfill or a solid waste landfill, thereby reducing and eventually
renmoving the future risks to human health which could result fromingestion of the surface soil

Conpl i ance with ARARs: The selected renedy will neet ARARs, which are listed in Sections 9.1.2
of this ROD.

Cost effectiveness: Anmong the surface soil alternatives that are protective of hunman heal th and
the environnent and conply with all ARARs, the selected alternative is the nobst cost-effective
choi ce because it uses a treatnent technology to renediate the contamnation in basically the
shortest tinme frane, at a cost simlar to the other alternatives.

Utilization of permanent solutions, and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery
technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable: The selected remedy represents the use of
treatnent for a permanent solution. Anmong the alternatives that are protective of human health
and the environnent and conply with all ARARs, EPA and the State of South Carolina have

determ ned that the sel ected renmedy achi eves the best bal ance of trade-offs in terns of

I ong-term effectiveness and pernmanence, reduction of toxicity/nobility/volune, short-term
effectiveness, inplenentability, and cost. The selected soil renedial action is the nost
practical and easily inplenented alternative, given the relatively small vol ume of soi
requiring renediation (approxi mately 1100 cubi c yards).

Preference for treatnment as a principal renedy el enment: The soil remedial action will not
satisfy the preference, because it was determned that treatnent of the small vol une of soi
requiring remediation is not practical. Additionally, offsite disposal is nore feasible in that
it does not result in creation of an onsite waste cell that nmust be nonitored for an extended
period of time. If the contam nated soils are treated prior to disposal at a RCRA facility, then
the preference will be satisfied.

11. DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

EPA i ssued a Proposed Plan (preferred alternative) for renediation of the Palnetto Recycling
Site on Novenber 22, 1994. The sel ected conbi nati on of renedies does not differ fromthe
Proposed Pl an. However, it was determ ned that an adjustnent needed to be nade in the cost
estinmates that were in the proposed pl an.

The cost estinates, as docunented in the proposed plan, for the present worth of each
alternative were calculated using a five percent (5% discount rate per year. However, pursuant
to the CSWER Directive 9355.3-20 (Revisions to OMB Grcular A-94 on Quidelines and D scount
Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis), the cost estinates, as docunented in this ROD, for the present
worth of each alternative were cal cul ated using a seven percent (7% discount rate per year



Sour ce
VWt er

I nor gani c
chemcals in
drinking water:
40 CFR 141.11

40 CFR 141. 62

40 CFR 141.50-51
SC Reg. 61-58.5 B

O ganic chemcal s
in drinking

wat er :

40 CFR 141.61

SC Reg. 61-58.5

Anbi ent Water
Quality

St andar ds:

SC Res. 61-68

TABLE 6

POTENTI AL CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C ARARs
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE
COLUMBI A, SQUTH CARCLI NA

Requi r enent

The maxi mum cont am nant |evels (MCLs) for

i norgani c chenicals are the maxi mum permi ssibl e
levels of a contamnant in water (ng/l) which is
delivered to a free flowing outlet to the ultimte
user of a public water system

The MCLs for organic chemcals are the maxi num
perm ssible levels of a contaminant in water
(rmg/1) which is delivered to a free flow ng outl et
to the ultinmate user of a public water system

Dry Fork Oreek is classified as a fresh water
streamto be protected for aquatic organisns.
Instreamconcentration limts for heavy netals are
est abl i shed by SCDHEC using EPA's Gol d Book of
quality criteria for water and a formul a.

St at us

Rel evant
and

Appropriate

Rel evant
and
Appropriate
(proposed
MCLs are TBO)

Appl i cabl e

Rati onal e

These requirenents are not applicable since a public

wat er system (as defined in 40 CFR 141) is not invol ved.
They are relevant and appropriate to protect groundwater,
a potential drinking water source, from contam nants
found on the site. These contam nants mght mgrate or
| each into the underlying aquifer as a consequence of
various alternative actions. Maxi mum cont am nant | evel
goals (MCLGs) are to be used when special circunstances,
such as where multiple contam nants in groundwater or
mul tipl e pat hways of exposure present extra-ordinary
risks, require a nore stringent |evel than the MCL.
MCLGs for which the standard is zero are not considered
ARARs or TBCs.

These requirenents are not applicable since a public

wat er system (as defined in 40 CFR 141) is not invol ved.
They are relevant and appropriate to protect groundwater,
a potential drinking water source, from contam nants
found on the site. These contami nants mght mgrate or

| each into the underlying aquifer as a consequence of
various alternative actions. SC has not pronul gated MCLs
for organic chemcals in drinking water that are nore
stringent than the federal standards.

These standards for the contam nants of concern which may
be carried by stormwater runoff into Dry Fork CGreek are
appl i cabl e.



Sour ce

Chem cal s in drinking
water (solid waste

di sposal facility):
40 CFR 257.3-4

SC Reg. 61-79.264.94

Ar

Anbient Air Quality

St andar ds:

SC Reg. 62.5 Standard No.
2

Control of Fugitive
Particul ate Matter

St at ewi de:

SC Reg. 62.6 Section Il

Soi |

OSWER Directive 9355. 4-12:
Revi sed Interim Soil Lead

Qui dance for CERCLA Sites

and RCRA Corrective Action
Facilities

TABLE 6 (conti nued)

POTENTI AL CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C ARARs
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE
COLUMBI A, SQUTH CARCLI NA

Requi r enent

A facility shall not contaninate an underground water
source beyond the solid waste boundary (outernost
perineter of the waste). The concentration of chemcals
shal | not exceed background |l evels or |isted MLs,

whi chever is higher.

The anbi ent air standard for | ead as determ ned by
Federal Reference Methods is 1.5 ng/nB8 (cal endar
quarterly nean).

Em ssions of fugitive dust shall be controlled in such a
manner and to the degree that it does not create an
undesirabl e |l evel of air pollution.

The renedi ation level for lead in surface soil is 400
ny/ kg.

St at us

Appl i cabl e

Appl i cabl e

Appl i cabl e

To Be
Consi der ed

Rati onal e

Onesite residuals of solid waste

(contam nated surface soil) mght cause
mgration into the underlying aquifer and
potentially contaninate drinking water
systens as a consequence of renedial
actions.

During renedial activities at the site,
lead in fugitive dust nmay be rel eased.
The anmbi ent air standard is applicable
st at ew de.

During renedial activities at the site,
fugitive dust nmay be rel eased.

Lead |l evels for surface soll are not
establ i shed in promul gated regul ati ons.
Therefore, this guidance will be utilized.
This requirenent is designed to protect
children from devel opi ng bl ood | ead | evel s
above 10 ug/dl from exposure to surface
soil.



Sour ce

Fish and WIldlife Conservation
Act
16 USC Section 2901 et seq.

Endanger ed Speci es Act of 1973
16 USC Section 1531 et seq.

Wet | ands Managenent Executive
O der

Executive Order 11990;
Protection of Wtlands

TABLE 7

POTENTI AL LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C ARARs
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE
COLUMBI A, SQUTH CARCLI NA

Requi r enent

Requires states to identify significant
habitats and devel op conservation pl ans
for these areas.

Requi res action to conserve endangered
speci es or threatened species, including
consultation with the Departnent of
Interior.

Requires action to nminimze the
destruction, loss, or degradation of
wet | ands.

St at us
Rel evant

and Appropriate

Rel evant
and Appropriate

Rel evant
and Appropriate

Rati onal e

Confirmation with the responsi bl e state agency
regarding the site being |located in one of
these significant habitats is required.

Al t hough threatened or endangered speci es or
critical habitats have not been identified at
the site, there are endangered plants and
animals listed for the county and state that
could potentially be affected by contam nation
at the site.

Wet | and areas are present within the vicinity
of the site.



Sour ce

Di scharge of storm water
runof f:
40 CFR 122. 26

Di scharge of treatnent
under

system effl uent:
System

40 CFR 125.104

spills

Gener ators who transport
hazardous waste for offsite
st or age,

TSD: 40 CFR 262. 20-.23

TABLE 8

POTENTI AL ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE
COLUMBI A, SQUTH CARCLI NA

Requi r ermrent St at us
Stormwater fromlandfills, construction Appl i cabl e
sites, and industrial activities nust be
noni tored and control | ed.
Best Managenent Practices (BWP) Rel evant
and

Devel op and i npl enent a BMP programto Appropriate
prevent the rel ease of toxic or hazardous
pollutants to the waters of the U S. The
BMP program nust :
I Establish specific procedures for the

control of toxic and hazardous pol | utant

spills and runoff
I Include a prediction of direction, rate of

flow, and total quantity of toxic and

hazar dous pol |l utants where experience

i ndi cated a reasonabl e potential for

equi pnent failure
Any generator who transports hazardous waste Appl i cabl e

for offsite TSD nust originate and fol | ow up

the manifest for offsite shipnents.

Rati onal e

Required of all industrial waste sites and
construction sites of greater than 5 acres that
di scharge stormwater runoff to the waters of the
United States.

The requirenent is not applicable because BWP
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimnation

(NPDES) permt programapplies only to ancillary
facilities of manufacturing units that m ght have
rel eases of toxic or hazardous pollutants. This
substantive permt requirenent is relevant and
appropriate to the prevention of releases from

or runoff during the inplenentati on of renedial
actions.

Any waste determned to be RCRA hazardous waste
renoved fromthis site for offsite treatnent,

or di sposal would be subject to the nanifest
requirenents.



Sour ce

Cl osure of hazardous
material s

waste TSD facility:
nedi a.

40 CFR 264 Subpart G

Land di sposal
restrictions (LDRs):

t he

40 CFR 268, Subpart D
di sposal

TABLE 8 (conti nued)

POTENTI AL ACTI ON- SPECI FI C ARARS
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE
COLUMBI A, SQUTH CARCLI NA

Requi r enent
Qperator nust close the facility in a nmanner

t hat :

L M ni m zes the need for further naintenance

1 M ni m zes post-cl osure escape of hazardous
constituents

1 Conplies with specific unit type closure
requirenents

Al contani nated equi pnent, structures, and
soils must be properly disposed of or
decont ani nat ed.

Generally prohibits the placenent of
restricted RCRA hazardous wastes in | and-

based units such as landfills, surface

i npoundnents, waste piles and facilities,
unl ess one or nore of the following are net:

I wastes have been treated in accordance

wi th technol ogy-based or concentrati on-
based standards specified in Subpart D
The site manager can denonstrate that

anot her technol ogy can achi eve an

equi val ent nmeasure of perfornmance in
accordance with 40 CFR 268. 42

The site manager has denonstrated that the
wast e does not meet any of the criteria
under which the waste was |isted and ot her
factors (including additional constituents
that mght not cause the waste to be

hazar dous.

St at us
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e

Rati onal e
The site is a TSD facility in that hazardous
are present as contam nants of environnent al

Remedi ati on may invol ve treatnent or storage of
hazar dous wast es.

The contam nated surface soil at this site is
restricted RCRA wastes that woul d be subject to

LDRs for lead. Renediation nmay involve |and

of restricted hazardous wastes.



Sour ce

OSHA wor ker protection
requi renents:
29 CFR 1940 and 1910

DOT Requirenents for
transportati on of
hazardous materi al s:
49 CFR 171-173, 177,
178

Wast e Accept ance
Criteria

a Ohers requirenents are not technically ARARs or TBCs since they are not environnental

TABLE 9

OTHER REQUI REMENTSa
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE
COLUMBI A, SOUTH CARCLI NA

Requi r ermrent St at us

These regul ations establish requirements to protect work Appl i cabl e
crews who m ght be exposed to radiation, noise, or
hazardous waste at the renediation site
No one may transport hazardous material on public Appl i cabl e
hi ghways except in accordance with these regul ations:
Part 171 General requirenents
Part 172 This part establishes shipping papers

mar ki ng, |abeling, placarding, and

enmergency response i nformation

requi renents
Part 173 This part establishes packagi ng and ot her

shi ppi ng requirenments for hazardous

material s
Part 177 Requi rements of the transporter
Part 178 Speci fications for the shipping

containers
Establ i shes the waste that can be treated or disposed of Appl i cabl e

at the receiving facility.

subj ect to waiver, but nust be conplied w th whenever applicable w thout deviation

regul ati ons or gui dance

Rati onal e

This site is a renediatlon site
under CERCLA. Conpliance with
29 CFR 1910.120 is required for
all sites undergoing renedi ati on
by 40 CFR 300. 150.

These requirenents are
applicable to all renedia
actions which will transport
hazardous naterials offsite

Wastes can only be shipped from
the site to a permtted
treatnment or disposal facility
according to CERCLA Section
121(d) (3). Al permtted
facilities have acceptance
criteria.
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APPENDI X A
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
FOR THE PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SUPERFUND SI TE
1. Overview

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public coment period from Novenber 22,
1994 to Decenber 22, 1994, for interested parties to comment on the Renedial Investigation/
Feasibility Study (RI/FS) results and the Proposed Plan for the Palnetto Recycling Superfund
Site in Colunbia, South Carolina. Upon receipt of a request, the comment period was extended an
addi tional 30 days. The comment period closed on January 23, 1995

EPA held a public neeting at 7:00 p.m on Decenber 6, 1994, at the Fairlawn Community Center in
Col unbia, South Carolina to present the results of the RI/FS and the Baseline R sk Assessnent,
to present the Proposed Plan and to receive comments fromthe public.

EPA proposed excavation and offsite disposal to address contam nated soil. Judging fromthe
comrent s recei ved during the public comment period, the residents and |local officials in the
Col unbi a, South Carolina area support the cleanup alternative proposed by EPA

The Responsi veness Summary provides a summary of citizens' comments and concerns identified and
recei ved during the public comment period, and EPA' s response to those comments and concerns.
These sections and attachments fol |l ow

. Backgr ound of Community | nvol venent

. Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comment Period and EPA s Responses

. Attachrment A: Proposed Plan for the Palnetto Recycling Superfund Site

. Attachment B: Public Notices of Public Comment Period & Extension of Public Commrent
Peri od

. Attachnment C.  Witten Public Comments Received During the Public Comment Period

. Attachnment Do Oficial Transcript of the Proposed Plan Public Meeting

2.  Background of Conmmunity Invol venent

EPA's comunity relations programfor the Site began on June 8, 1992, when EPA conducted
community interviews in order to develop a comunity relations plan for the Site. At that tine,
residents living adjacent to the Site were concerned about the Site and about any health risks
fromthe Site. |In addition, residents did voice sone concerns about |lack of information to the
public during the renoval work at the Site and | ack of response to earlier conplaints about the
Site.

Throughout EPA's invol venent, the community has been kept aware and informed of Site activities
and findings. Discussions have taken place during visits to the area by the Renedial Project
Manager (RPM and the Community Rel ations Coordinator (CRC). Local officials were briefed
during the community interviews. The Site nailing |list was expanded to include additiona
residents living in close proximty to the Site

3. Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comment Period and Agency Responses

The Public Comment Period was opened on Novenber 22, 1994 and was to end on Decenber 22, 1994.
Upon request, a 30-day extension was granted, which extended the comment period to January 23
1995. Public Notices which were published in |ocal papers can be found in Attachnent B

On Decenber 6, 1994, EPA held a public neeting to present the Proposed Plan to the comunity and
to receive comments thereupon. Al comments received at this public neeting and during the
public comment period are summarized below. Part | of this section addresses those comunity



concerns and comments that are non-technical in nature. Responses to specific |legal and
techni cal questions are provided in Part 11.

Summary and Response to Local Community Concerns

The follow ng i ssues and concerns were expressed at the Proposed Plan Public Meeting, and during
the public coment period

COWENT: An attendee asked a question regarding whether or not a Private Wll Survey was
conduct ed.

RESPONSE: EPA conducted a private well survey of 52 hones and residences during the Renedi al
Investigation. The Private Wl| Water Use survey revealed that at least 36 private wells are
located within one mle of the site. O these, 21 wells are currently used for drinking water
The remai nder are used for househol d purposes, irrigation, or are not being used at all

COWENT: An attendee asked a question regardi ng whether or not testing was done under the
asphalt pad.

RESPONSE: During the Renmedial Investigation, EPA collected four surface soil sanples |ocated
under the asphalt pad. These sanples were collected under the asphalt of previous work areas to
assess the inmpacts from past operations

COWENT: An attendee clained during the proposed plan neeting that the Palnetto Recycling,
Inc., owned approxinmately 20 acres of land including the site area. She was concerned that
addi tional contam nation could be present on the other 181/2 acres of the property.

RESPONSE:  Previ ous studi es suggested that there were nunerous sources of contam nation at the
Site. Based on those studies, several previous renedial actions have been perforned to renove
the contam nated sludge, soil, and wastewater fromthe site. Wile those |evels of

contami nation were greatly reduced, a Renedial Investigation was warranted to fully delineate
all contanination of known areas and to characterize the site. Based on the information

obtai ned fromthe operational history of the facility and the earlier investigations, including
the Renmedi al Investigation, EPA has characterized the site and the nature of its contam nants to
the best of its know edge. However, if further information suggest additional sources of

contam nation, EPAw Il do its best to investigate the area and confirmthe infornation

COWENT: An attendee asked a question regardi ng what was considered onsite or offsite for the
purposes of looking at risk at the site

RESPONSE: EPA stated during the public meeting that when we say living on site we nean that if
soneone built a house on the site and a child lived in that house and was in the yard every day
com ng and goi ng under nornal conditions, including drinking the water fromthe well on site and
all of the other exposure pathways, then, that person or famly woul d experience a higher |eve
of exposure than a child who lives across the street or nearby. Onsite sinply means that
soneone can or will be exposed on a day to day basis, not occasionally

COWENT: An attendee inquired about the likelihood of someone getting cancer fromthe
contami nants of concern at the site and whether or not someone woul d have to be exposed for a
period of ten years or so before they woul d get cancer

RESPONSE: EPA stated during the public nmeeting that there is no clear evidence that lead is a
carci nogen (a cancer causing agent). However, |ead has very serious effects in other ways such
as with the central nervous system Therefore you would not expect to see cancer as a result of
| ead exposure. The only other contam nant nention in the R sk Assessnent that had any
significant levels and m ght be a carcinogen is 1,2-Di chloroethane. However, it was found at
such low levels that the risk associated with that is infinitesinmally small.

COWENT: An attendee inquired about how long the clean up of the site would take and whet her or
not there woul d be any exposure fromthe dust during the clean-up activities.

RESPONSE:  First there are several enforcenent issues that by | aw EPA woul d have to pursue to
see if there are any viable parties out there. At that time, EPAw Il negotiate with the



responsi bl e parties to conduct the clean-up activities at the site. |If agreenments can't be
reached then, EPA will conduct the clean-up activities. Because there are so nany unknown
factors involved, an exact tinme can not be determ ned

Second, EPA will take several neasures to ensure that proper handling procedures wll be used
during the excavation and handling of soil. Such nmeasures may include the use of water to

m ni mze dust enissions during the soil excavation, transport, and handling, and use of tarps or
pl astic sheeting placed over tenporary soil stockpiles to mnimze dust em ssions and runoff.
These measures shoul d greatly reduce the | evel of exposure.

Part Il - Technical Response to Public Comments

Many questions were raised during the Public Comment period regarding how the Pal metto Recycling
Superfund Site Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study were conducted (i.e., the selection
of sanpling |l ocations for background sanples, soil boring sanples and nonitoring wells; the

sel ection of the cleanup goal and the selection of the preferred alternative for renedial
action). In addition, there was a suggestion for onsite treatnent using Fixation/stabilization
and disposal. The witten conments concerning the previously nention questions are located in
Attachnment C of this Responsiveness Summary.

Responses addressing the follow ng topics: selection of sanpling |ocations for background
sanpl es, soil boring sanples and nonitoring wells

Before the activities necessary to conduct a Renedial Investigation and Feasibility Study can be
planned, it is very inportant for EPA to conpile the available data that have previously been
collected for a Site. EPA s analysis of existing data serves to provide a better understanding
of the nature and extent of contamination and aids in the design of several renedia
investigation tasks (ie., identifying boundaries of the study area, determning the |ocations

of background sanpl es, soil (surfacel/subsurface) sanples, sedinent sanples, groundwater sanples
and surface water sedinments).

In the case of the Palnmetto Recycling Site, several studies suggested that there were numerous
sources of contamination at the Site. Based on those studies, several previous renedial actions
have been perforned to renove the contam nated sludge, soil, and wastewater fromthe site

Wil e those | evels of contam nation were greatly reduced, a Renedial Investigation was warranted
to fully delineate all contam nation of known areas and to characterize the site. Based on the
information obtained fromthe operational history of the facility and the earlier

investigations, several sanpling |ocations, including background |ocations were sel ected

during the initial Renmedial Investigation fieldwrk. Based on the analysis of the data obtained
during phase 1 of the R, additional surface soil sanples were warranted in order to eval uate
the extent of surface soil contam nation. For surface and subsurface soil |ocations, one

l ocation for each of these background sanples was coll ected. Additional background soil sanples
coul d have been obtained, but with results ranging from (6.4 ng/kg - 6400 ng/kg) for the |ead
contaminant, it is very unlikely that an additional background sanpl e would have had a | ead
result equal to or greater than 3400 ng/kg). Levels in the 6400 ng/kg range are not naturally
occurring in the boundaries of this Site. Based on information from previous investigations,
including Phase | of the Renedial Investigation, an additional nonitoring well cluster was not
installed north of well cluster #3 to nonitor groundwater downgradi ent of the suspected dunping
area. Previous data does not support occurring groundwater contam nation fromthis area
Therefore, installation of an additional well cluster was not warranted

Responses addressing the follow ng topics: Approaches used to determ ne the cleanup goal for
lead at the Palnetto Recycling Superfund Site

Currently there is not an EPA slope factor or reference dose for |ead. EPA believes that the
avail abl e studies in aninals do not provide sufficient quantitative information for their

cal cul ation (ATSDR 1990). Although lead is currently classified as a B2 carcinogen, the EPA
consi ders the noncarci nogenic neurotoxic effects in children to be the critical toxic effect in
terns of health based environnental cleanup. The neurotoxic effects of chronic |owlevel |ead
exposure in children may occur at blood |levels as | ow as 10 ug/dl

In the absence of lead health criteria, two approaches were considered. The first was to
predict nmean | ead blood levels in children using the Lead Uptake/ Bi oki netic Mddel (version



0.99d, U S. EPA 1994) pursuant to the guidance OSWER Directive 9355.14-2

The second approach conpares on-site nean | evel concentration with applicable or rel evant and
appropriate requirenments (ARARs).

Pursuant to the guidance OSWER Directive 9355.14-2 the on-site nean | evel concentration for |ead
(528 ng/ kg) was used as an input to the nodel as opposed to the 95% UCL concentration of (1,968
my/ kg) .

The results of the nodel predicted that 10.61% of the popul ati on woul d have an unaccept abl e
bl ood | ead concentration. EPA generally requires further action if greater than 5% of the
popul ation has acceptabl e bl ood | evel s

Consequently, it was suggested that the Lead Uptake/Bi okinetic Mdel be run iteratively unti

the acceptabl e blood | ead | evels and popul ation effects are reached (10 ug/dl and 5%
respectively). |If the current Lead Uptake/Bi oki netic Mddel is run with 400 ng/ kg as

the input for soil concentrations, the value approaches EPA's acceptable criterion which is |ess
than or equal to 5% of the popul ati on exceedi ng the bl ood | ead | evel concentration of 10 ug/dl
Based on this evaluation, a lead | evel concentration of 400 ng/ kg was chosen as a cl eanup goa
to be used during renedial action at the Palnetto Recycling Site

Responses addressing the follow ng topics: the selection of the preferred alternative for
renmedi al action (Excavation and offsite disposal) verses onsite treatnent using
Fi xati on/stabilization and di sposal

Al t hough many renedi al actions have been perforned at the Pal metto Recycling Site to renove
contam nated sl udge, soil and wastewater, the results of the Rl showed that several "hot spots"
still exist. The FS focused on renedi ati ng those renai ning "hot spots" to a | ead renedi ation

l evel of 400 ng/kg. Using a worst case scenario, the estinmated area of soil contam nation
extends over an area of approximately 29,500 square feet. A depth of one foot was used to
calcul ate the estimated vol ume of surface soil contam nation. Based on the cal cul ati ons, surface
soil contamination is approximately 1,100 cubic yards. Please note that this estimate is

very conservative. Sanpling during the remedial design is warranted to conpletely delineate the
lateral extent of contamination and nore accurately determ ne the volune of contam nated surface
soi l.

Since the volune of contamination is snmall, the only General Response Actions (GRAs) that will
be considered are no action, institutional actions, and renoval followed by offsite disposal and
subsequent treatnment at a treatnent, storage, and disposal (TSD) facility. nsite treatnent
such as solidification/stabilization was not evaluated in this FS because the estinmated quantity
of contamnated soil at this site falls short of the typical cut-off mark used within the
industry to size whether a project is nore cost-effectively treated onsite versus offsite (2000
tons + 15%is the cutoff mark used).

The soil renedial action will not satisfy the preference, because it was determ ned that
treatnent of the small volune of soil requiring renediation is not practical. Additionally,
offsite disposal is nore feasible in that it does not result in creation of an onsite waste cel
that nust be nonitored for an extended period of tine. |If the contam nated soils are treated
prior to disposal at a RCRA facility, then the preference will be satisfied.



Attachment A

Proposed Plan for the Palnetto Recycling Superfund Site
<| MG SRC 0495223K>
SUPERFUND PROPOSED PLAN FACT SHEET
Pal mett o Recycling Superfund Site

Col unbi a, Richland County, South Carolina

U.S. Environnmental Protection Agency, Region IV, Atlanta, GA

This fact sheet is one in a series designed to inform
residents and local officials of the ongoing cleanup efforts
at the Site. A nunber of terms specific to the Superfund
process (printed in bold print) are defined in the glossary
whi ch begi ns on Page 16

| NTRODUCTI ON

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),

is proposing a cleanup plan, referred to as the preferred
alternative, to address contam nated soil at the Palnmetto
Recycling Superfund Site (the Site) located in Col unbia,

Ri chl and County, South Carolina. This docunent is being

i ssued by EPA, the lead agency for Site activities, and the
South Carolina Departnent of Health and Environnental
Control (SCDHEC), the support agency.

This Proposed Plan summari zes the cl eanup

met hods/ t echnol ogi es evaluated in the Feasibility Study
(FS). In accordance with Section 117(a) of the

Conpr ehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpensati on,

and Liability Act of 1980, as anmended by the Superfund
Amrendrent s and Reaut horization Act of 1986, (CERCLA,

known as Superfund), EPA is publishing this Proposed

Plan to provide an opportunity for public review and
comment on all cleanup options (known as renedi al

al ternatives) under consideration for the Site, as devel oped
in the Feasibility Study, including EPA's preferred
alternative. EPA is initiating a thirty (30) day public
comment period from Novenber 22 to Decenber 22, to
receive comments on this Proposed Plan and the RI/FS
Reports. EPA, in consultation with SCDHEC, wi || sel ect

a renedy for the Site only after the public comrent period
has ended and all infomarion subnmitted to EPA during that
time has been reviewed and considered. As outlined in
section 117(a) of CERCLA, EPA encourages public
participation by publishing Proposed Plans for addressing
contam nation at Superfund sites, and by providing an
opportunity for the public to conment on the proposed
renedi al actions. Changes to the preferred alternative, or
a change fromthe preferred alternative to another, may be
made if public comments or additional data indicate that
such a change would result in a nore appropriate solution.
The Final decision regarding the selected renedy will be

Novenber 1994

docunented in a Record of Decision (ROD) after EPA has
taken into consideration all conmments fromthe public.
Upon tinely request, EPA will extend the public comrent
period by 30 additional days.

EPA's preferred alternative for cleanup of Site surface soil

is: Excavation and Offsite Disposal. This alternative

achi eves the best bal ance of trade-offs anbng the criteria

EPA uses to evaluate renedial alternatives. The selection

of a cleanup plan, or "preferred alternative," represents a
prelimnary decision by EPA subject to a public comrent

period. The preferred alternative for surface soil, as well as
the others considered, are summarized in this fact sheet and
presented nore fully in the Feasibility Study (FS).

SCOPE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION. This Proposed

Pl an for the Pal netto Recycling Superfund site addresses
renmedi es for surface soil contamination present at the site.
G oundwat er, sedinents and surface water were sanpled
during the Renmedial Investigation as well. The planned
action is necessary to protect the public and environnental
receptors from exposures to contami nated surface soils.

Addi tional sources or operable units are not expected.

Public Comment Peri od:
Tuesday, Novenber 22, 1994
- Thur sday, Decenber 22 1994

Public Meeting
Date: Tuesday, Decenber 6, 1994
Tinme: 7:00 P.M
Pl ace: Fairlawn Community Center
9128 W son Boul evard
Col unmbi a, SC

Provide witten comrents or call:
Yvonne Jones or Cynthia Peurifoy
US Environnental Protection Agency
North Superfund Renedi al Branch
345 Courtland St, NE
Atlanta, Georgia 30365
1- 800- 435- 9233



This fact sheet summarizes information that is explained in
greater detail in the Remedial investigation (RI)/Feasibility
Reports (FS) Reports dated Novenber 1994, and the

Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnment document dated Novenber 1994.
These docunents and all other records utilized by EPA to
nake the proposal specified in this docunent are contained
in the adm nistrative record for this Site. EPA and
SCDHEC encourage the public to review this information,
especially during the public comment period, to better
understand the Site, the Superfund process, and the intent
of this Proposed Plan. The adnministrative record is

avail abl e for public review during normal working hours,
locally at the site information repository, which is the
Nort heast Regional Library or in the Record Center at EPA,
Region IV's office in Atlanta, Georgia (see page 15).

TH' S PROPOSED PLAN:

1. Includes a brief history of the Site, the
principle findings of the Rl and a
summary of the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent;

2. Presents the cleanup alternatives
consi dered by EPA for the Site;

3. Qutlines the criteria used by EPA to
recommend an alternative for use at the
Site;

4. Provides a summary of the analysis of

al ternatives;

5. Presents EPA's rationale for its
prelimnary selection of the preferred
alternative; and

6. Expl ai ns the opportunities for the public to
comment on the renedial alternatives, and
hence the cl eanup of the Palnmetto
Recycling Superfund Site.

SI TE BACKGROUND

Site Description. The Site is |ocated about 8 nmiles north of
Col unbi a, South Carolina, in rural Richland County. The
site is positioned between U S. Hi ghway 321 and U.S.

Hi ghway 21 on the north side of Koon Store Road - State

<I MG SRC 0495223L>
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Road S-40-61 (Figure 1). The Site occupies approxinately

1.5 acres and is bounded by Koon Store Road to the south,

an unnaned dirt road (and farther renoved, Dry Fork

Creek) to the east, an unnaned tributary of Dry Fork Creek
to the north, and a residential |lot and home to the west.

Figure 2 shows the location of the Site.

Land use in the area is rural residential, with nmuch of the
surroundi ng area conprised of scrub vegetation and pines.
According to the Hazard Ranki ng System ( HRS)

eval uation, conducted in 1986, EPA estinates 5,300 people
live ina 3-mle radius of the site. Approxinmately 46

resi dences are | ocated along Koon Store Road within 1 nile
of the site.

I nportant physical features of the site include a 6-ft x 30-ft
concrete wal kway, an office building, a 135-ft by 170-ft
asphalt pad with two concrete pads, a frane work shed, a
concrete tank saddl e, and an unnanmed tributary that flows
to Dry Fork Creek. A previously, open excavation which

was filled with water associated with abandoned truck

scal es was sanpled during the R field effort and found to
be uncontam nated. The water was punped to the unnaned
tributary and the pit was backfilled with clean soil and
graded to prevent ponding. A sparse cover of crushed rock
was applied for soil erosion control. The waste naterials
in the suspected dunping areas have been renoved. In
addition, five groundwater nonitor wells, installed by
Raymond Knox Consultants, are |located onsite. Dry Fork
Creek, located east of the site, flows toward the south into
the North Branch of Crane Creek. Dry Fork Creek receives
drai nage froman unnaned tributary |ocated north of the
site.

Site History. The property was purchased in 1979 by

Pal metto Recycling, Inc. for the purpose of operating a
battery recycling conpany. From 1979 to 1983, the facility
was involved in the reclanation of lead frombatteries. |In
the process, the facility operations produced acid waste
which collected in a sunp. The reclanation process al so
produced wastewater fromthe washing of battery cases.
Specific neutralization process details are unknown, but at
sone point, the facility discharged wastewater of unknown
conposition to the local sewer system

After discharging wastewater for an unknown period of
tinme, Palmetto Recycling attenpted to obtain a discharge
permt. In 1981, the South Carolina Departnent of Health
and Environnmental Control (SCDHEC) denied applications



by Pal netto Recycling, Inc. to operate a hazardous waste
facility and to transport hazardous wastes. After this
attenpt, sone waste liquids were sent offsite to an acid

recycler and sonme were di sposed of onsite. It is not known
if these wastes were neutralized before shipnent or onsite
di sposal. The quantities are al so unknown. Plastic battery

cases and |l ead plates were eventually sold to other
conpani es as reusable materials (EPA, 1992).

A study conducted by the SCDHEC identified el evated
concentrations of lead and iron in the groundwater sanples
collected next to the sunp. High levels of |ead, barium
and chromiumwere in found in sedinent fromthe unnamed
streamthat runs north of the site. The investigation also
reveal ed the presence of elevated concentrations of lead in
on-site soils. SCDHEC noted the presence of a five-foot
deep, unlined acid pit containing 1,800 gallons of acid
waste at the site, as well as 100 druns of caustic waste and
unstablized pile battery casings.

On February 11, 1983, Palmetto Recycling filed for
bankruptcy and Ryan Hovis was appointed trustee. |In

1984, workers renoving equi prent fromthe site destroyed

a section of the roof covering the on-site collection sunp
that collected wastewater containing | ead oxi de and sul furic
acid fromthe wash process. As a result of this incident,

sunp water percolated through soils adjacent to the pit area.

To address inmediate health and environnental risks posed

by the Site, three renpval actions have occurred at the site.

On April 25, 1994, 10,800 gallons of contam nated water
were collected by the Bryson Industries Services and taken
to Alternate Energy Resources. On April 1984, SCDHEC
informed the bankruptcy trustee that additional measures
woul d be necessary to bring the site under control. Later
in 1984, the contractors renoved approxi mately 100 druns
containing liquid caustic waste. On October 2, 1985,
SCDHEC aut hori zed Future Fuel Devel oprment, Inc., to
renove site soils contaninated with lead and chromium A
total of 365 tons of soils were renoved from various areas
on-site and placed in off-site landfills during 1985 and
1986.

In 1986, EPA conducted a prelimnary assessnent of the

site. Based on the results of the assessnent, EPA proposed
the site for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL)
in June 1988. The NPL identifies the nobst serious
abandoned or uncontrol | ed hazardous waste sites that

warrant further investigation to determine if they pose a
threat to hunman health and/or the environment. Sites
included on the NPL are eligible for clean-up funds under

t he Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA, nore
commonly known as "Superfund") of 1980 as anended by
the Superfund Amendnents and Reaut hori zati on Act
(SARA) of 1986. The Palmetto Recycling site was
formally added to the NPL on COctober 4, 1989.

In 1992, EPA negotiated with parties it had identified as
Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) for the site to
conduct the RI/FS. An agreenent was not reached between
EPA and the parties. Therefore, EPA conducted R Field
activities at the Site fromApril 1993 through June 1993
and March 30, 1994 through July 25, 1994.

The Rl field activities were as foll ows:

1 Conducted a | and survey to establish the
t opographic variations across the site.

1 Installed twelve (4 shallow, 4 internediate,
and 4 deep) nonitoring wells;

Col | ect ed groundwat er sanples fromthe
noni toring wells;

Col |l ected surface soil sanples from 24
| ocations that included one background
surface soil sanple;

Col | ected 62 subsurface soil sanples from 10
| ocations that included twelve background
subsurface soil sanples;

Col l ected 3 surface water and 6 sedi nment
sanples fromonsite and offsite |ocations;

Surveyed nonitoring wells and sanpling
| ocati ons;

Conducted Private Well/Water Use Survey
within a one-nmile radius of the site. Each
avail abl e resident was surveyed to deternine
the type of water supply and the uses of the
wat er ;

Performed water |evel neasurements in the 12
nonitoring wells to deternmine the
groundwater flow direction. Two staff gauge
nmeasurements were used to determ ne the

wat er |evel of Dry Fork Creek.



1 Performed an Ecol ogi cal screening to identify
endangered and threatened species within the
site area. The screening was perfornmed by
contacting local, state and federal agencies
concerning the wildlife and natural resources
in Richland County. The data fromthese
agencies were collected, reviewed and
summarized as part of the field effort.

RESULTS OF THE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON

The Rl investigated the nature and extent of contam nation
on and near the Site, and defined the potential risks to
human health and the environnment posed by the Site. A

total of eighty-six (86) soil, twelve (12) groundwater, three
(3) surface water, and six (6) sediment sanples were
collected (see Figures 3,4,5 and 6). More detailed
information can be found in the R and FS reports, and in
the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent.

Soi | Contam nation. One contaninant of concern, |ead was
det ect ed above the background concentration of 15.1 ppm

in 78% of the non-background surface soil sanples. Levels
of the |lead ranged from®6.3 ppmto 6400 ppm Lead
concentrations, detected at all of the sanpling |ocations
exceeded the health risk-based concentration of 400 ppm

in six of the surface soil sanmples. A level of 400 ppm and
bel ow i s designed to protect children from devel opi ng bl ood
lead | evel s above 10 ug/dl. Al of the other inorganics
det ect ed above baseline were detected very near the

basel i ne concentration and do not appear to have
significantly inpacted the surface soil at the site. One
vol atile organic 1, 2-dichloroethane was detected at a |evel
of 0.0076 ppm (7 ppmis the screening level). Because 1, 2-
di chl oroet hane was detected at a very |ow concentration,

vol atile organics do not appear to significantly inpact the
surface soil at the site.

G oundwat er Contami nation. Three contam nants of
concern, chloroform arsenic, and chrom um were detected
above the background concentration. Chloroformwas
detected in only one sanple at 6 ppb, which was bel ow t he
Maxi mum Cont am nant Level (MCL) of 100 ppb.

Al t hough, the MCL for chloroformwas not exceeded, the
chloroform | evel of 6 ppb did exceed the health risk-based
concentration that was derived in the Baseline R sk
Assessnment in one sanple. Levels of the arsenic were
detected in two sanples and ranged from 19 ppb to 38 ppb,
whi ch were bel ow the MCL of 50 ppb. Although, the MCL
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for arsenic was not exceeded, the arsenic |evel of 38 ppb
did exceed the health risk-based concentration that was
derived in the Baseline R sk Assessnent in one sanple.

Level s of chromi umwere detected in six sanples and

ranged from3 ppb to 25 ppb, with two sanpl es being
detected above the background concentration of 5 ppb, and
al | sanples being detected bel ow the MCL of 100 ppb.

Al though, the MCL for chrom umwas not exceeded, and

only two sanples were detected above the background
concentration, the chromiumlevels did exceed the health

ri sk-based concentration that was derived in the Baseline
Ri sk Assessnent. Based on the results of the Baseline R sk
Assessnent, renedial goal options were identified for
chloroform arsenic and chromium However,

concentrations of these chenicals of concern in the
groundwater at the site were well bel ow t he Federal

Drinki ng Water Standards of 100 ppb, 50 ppb and 100

ppb, respectively. In addition, due to the |ow frequency of
detection for each of the contaninants, there is no evidence
of a groundwater plunme at the site. Consequently, the
contam nants have not significantly inpacted the
groundwater at the site.

Surface Water Contamination. There were no contam nants

of concern identified for surface water and therefore this
nedi um was dropped fromthe risk analysis. However,
dieldrin was detected in the truck scal e excavation pit
surface water sanple. The concentrati on neasured was

very low and therefore, while some potential inpact is
indicated by the presence of this one pesticide, it appears
that contami nation has not significantly inpacted surface
water. None of the inorganics that were detected in the
truck scal e excavation pit were at significant concentrations
conpared to Federal Drinking Water Quality Standards. Six
inorganics were detected in the one stream surface water
sanpl e col |l ected downgradi ent of the site. However, none
of these inorganics were detected above background
concentrations.

Sedi ment Contam nation. Sedi ment anal yses indicate that
inorganic chemcals are present at |evels above background.
It appears that the constituents which were detected above
background are concentrated in the portions of the stream
system situated between the background | ocation and

downgr adi ent | ocation, suggesting that the downstream
extent of inpacts has been successfully estinated. Nickel
and vanadi um appear to be the npbst w despread

constituents detected above background. Consequently, the
contam nants have not significantly inpacted the sedinent
at the site.
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SUMVARY OF RI SK ASSESSMENT

CERCLA directs EPA to protect hunman health and the
environment fromcurrent and potential future exposure to
hazardous substances at the site. A risk assessnment was
conducted to evaluate the potential current and future risks
associated with exposure to the site contam nants.

Human Ri sk

An eval uation was nmade of all potential exposure routes
whi ch coul d connect contam nants of concern (COC s) at
the Site with people living or working in the area.
Exposure by each of these pathways was nmat hematically
nodel ed using generally conservative assunptions.

The Baseline Ri sk Assessnment (BRA) for the Site was

prepared by Roy F. Weston, Inc. for EPA Region IV. The

BRA was finalized in Novenber, 1994, EPA deterni ned

as a result of the risk assessnment that potential future
exposure to lead in surface soils was of concern and stated
that renediation of surface soil would be required for the
protection of human health and the environnent. It should
be noted that the risk levels incorporated both site-related
and background-risks, since some contam nants existed in
the study area naturally.

EPA determined as a result of the risk assessment that
potential future residential exposures to chloroform arsenic,
and chrom umin groundwater were of some concern.

However, due to the | ow frequency of detection for each of
the contam nants, and the fact that the concentrations of
these contaminants are well bel ow the Federal Drinking
Water Quality Standards, groundwater renediation will not
be required for the protection of human health. Based on
the current use scenario, the Baseline R sk Assessnent
concl uded that non-cancer effects are not expected for the
trespasser exposed to sedinent at the site. Cancer risk
estimates for the current use scenario associated with
exposure to sedinent are 3E-6 for arsenic and 2E-6 for
beryllium The quantifiable carcinogenic risk due to
exposure to sedinent in this scenario are within EPA's
target range. There are no cancer and non-cancer effects
associ ated with exposure to sedi ment under the future
resident scenario. EPA has determ ned that risks to hunan
health from contam nants in the sedi nent (arsenic and
beryllium) are within EPA s acceptable risk range and
stated that renediation of sedinment would not be required
for the protection of hunan health. Subsurface soils and
surface water were not identified in the risk assessment as

medi a of concern for the Site. Therefore, subsurface soils
and surface water renediation will not be required for the
protection of human health.

Actual or threatened rel eases of the contam nant fromthe
site, if not addressed by one of the alternatives in this plan,
may present an inmmnent and substantial endangernent to

public health, welfare or the environnment

Envi ronnmental Ri sk

A qualitative risk assessment was conducted to determ ne

if contam nants present at the site have inpacted plant life

or animals in the area. In sunmmary, contam nants of

concern identified in the surface water and sedi ment of
wat er bodi es located in the Palmetto Recycling site area

show a slight potential for risk to aquatic organisms. The
potential risks to terrestrial receptors are expected to be | ow
due to the limted size and quality of the terrestrial habitat
provided by the site.

SUMVARY OF ALTERNATI VES

Based on the results of the RI/FS reports and the risk
assessnent, cleanup levels were devel oped that woul d be
protective of human health and the environnent. These
cleanup levels will formthe basis of any renedial activity.
Various alternatives were evaluated in the FS report using
these cleanup levels as goals for site cleanup. Surface soil
is the only nmedium of concern and the only contaninant of
concern is lead. The soil/source cleanup |evels were
established to mininize site risks and insure future
protection of groundwater. The current cleanup |level for
lead is 400 ppm

The FS report evaluated a variety of cleanup nethods that
could be used at this site. As required by CERCLA, a no
further action alternative was evaluated to serve as a basis
for conparison with the other active cleanup nmethods. The
cl eanup nmethods to address site related contam nation

whi ch exceeds the cleanup goals are presented bel ow

ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTI ON

A no action alternative is required by the NCP to be carried
forward as a baseline for detail ed conparison. Under this
al ternative, no action would be taken to renedy the

contam nated surface soil at the site to reduce nobility,
toxicity, or volume (MT/V) of the waste. If no action is
taken, future risks to persons living on and near the Site



will remain. Because hazardous contaninants would remain,
a five (5) year would be required. The No Action
Alternative would only involve the continued nonitoring of
the soil and groundwater quality at the site. G oundwater
noni toring would be acconplished utilizing existing

nmonitor wells. These wells would be sanpled for |ead on

a quarterly basis for the first five years and annually for a
remai nder of twenty-five years. Soil nonitoring woul d
consi st of surface soil sanpling for the sane paranmeter and
frequency. Public health assessnents woul d be conducted
every five years and would all ow EPA to assess the

ongoing risks to human health posed by the site. The

eval uations woul d be based on the data collected from soil
and groundwat er nonitoring.

The present worth costs of Alternative 1 are estimated to be
$704, 000.

ALTERNATIVE 2 - LIM TED ACTI ON

This alternative is identical to the No Action Alternative
(Alternative 1) described above except that it includes

i mpl ementation of institutional neasures to control, limt,
and nonitor activities onsite. The objectives of institutional
actions are to prevent prolonged exposure to contam nant
concentrations, control future devel opment or excavation at
the site, and prevent the installation of water supply wells
within the boundaries of the site. These objectives are
acconpl i shed by nonitoring soil and groundwater at the

site and linmting use and access by placing fences and deed
restrictions on all properties within potentially contaninated
areas. The effectiveness of institutional actions depends on
their continued inplenentation.

Soil and groundwater nonitoring can be used to eval uate

the effectiveness of any renmedial action in controlling

rel eases fromthe site. Fences and deed restrictions are
designed to prevent access/exposure to soil by limting what
can be done at the site. Restrictions would be placed on
the site to linmit its future use. This could be acconplished
by recording in the property deeds that potentially
hazardous surface soil is located on the property and that
use restrictions have been inposed. If inplenented
correctly, they provide | owcost noderate protection against
direct contact with contam nants. Deed restrictions and
fences are potential mechanisns to limt and nonitor
activity on the property, and ensure that all contact with
potentially contam nated surface soil is regul ated and

noni t or ed.

The present worth costs of Alternative 2 are estimated to be
$761, 000.

ALTERNATI VE 3 - EXCAVATI ON AND OFFSI TE
DI SPCSAL

Alternative 3 includes excavation of surface soil that
exceeds the renediation level and disposal in either a

RCRA landfill or a solid waste landfill. Conventional
excavation will be used to renpve the top one foot of soil.
The soil will be Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure

(TCLP) tested. |If the soil exceeds the Land Di sposal
Restrictions (currently 5 ppmfor lead), then the soil wll be
transported to a RCRA Subtitle C disposal facility. Prior to
di sposal, the facility will pretreat the soils using a
stabilizer/solidifier such as a cement or pozzol an based
agent. |f the soil does not exceed the 5 ppmrestriction, it
can be transported to a Subtitle D solid waste landfill and

di sposed of directly wi thout pretreatment. The excavated
area woul d be backfilled with clean topsoil.

G oundwat er npnitoring on an annual basis, for at least five
years, would be required to evaluate site progress.

The present worth costs of Alternative 3 if TCLP results
determine that the soils are to be transported to a RCRA
Subtitle D facility (nonhazardous landfill) are $241, 000.

The present worth costs of Alternative 3 if TCLP results
determine that the soils are to be transported to a RCRA
Subtitle C facility (hazardous landfill) are $940, 000.

COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

EPA has established criteria for use in conparing the

advant ages/ di sadvant ages of each alternative. The

al ternatives are eval uated agai nst one another by using the
nine criteria on the following table. The nine evaluation
criteria fall into three groups: threshold criteria, primry
bal ancing criteria, and nodifying criteria.

The foll owi ng di scussion conpares the various alternatives
to the criteria.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Regardi ng surface soil concerns, Alternatives 1 and 2 do
not elim nate exposure pathways and reduce the |evel of
risk. However, Alternative 2 nminimally reduces the |evel of
human risk by way of deed restrictions and fencing.



Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 do not
renove existing surface soil
elimnates exposure pathways and greatly reduces the |evel

limt mgration of or

contam nation. Alternative 3

In addition, Alternative 3 renobves contam nation

and elimnates further nigration.
Conpliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate

Requi renment s ( ARARs)

Alternatives 1 and 2 will
ARAR s for surface soil.

not neet chem cal -specific
Alternative 3, ARAR s
be net through excavation and of fsite disposal
properly designed facility.

A sunmary of the present worth cost which includes the

as the operation and mai ntenance cost for
each of the alternatives is presented within the explanation
of the alternative.
Faesi bility Study.

Greater detail is provided in the

I npl emrentability

The inplenmentability of an alternative is based on technical
administrative feasibility and the availability of
conponents of each alternative

feasibility,
services and materials.
are both technically and adninistratively feasible.
Alternative 1 and 2 can be inplenmented i nmedi ately
because fencing and nonitoring equi pment are readily
Alternative 2 in administrative terns,
inplenmenting this alternative may have its difficulties.
Access restrictions are subject to changes in political
interpretations,
As properties change hands,
that owners are inforned of the deed restrictions and abide
Alternative 3 can be inpl enented.
are proven technol ogi es.
identifiable RCRA Subtitle C facility that can properly treat
Access to Subtitle D facilities is
Excavati on of the surface soil

jurisdictions,
enf orcenent .

and regul atory
is inperative

and landfill There is an
and di spose of the soils.
al so avail abl e.
conventi onal

requires only

CRI TERI A FOR
EVALUATI NG
REMEDI AL
ALTERNATI VES

In selecting a preferred cl eanup

al ternation EPA uses the follow ng
criteria to evaluate each of the
alternatives devel oped in the
Feasibility Study (FS). The first
two criteria are essential and nust
be nmet before an alternative is
considered further. The next five
are used to further evaluate
options that nmeet the first two
criteria. The final two criteria are
used to further evaluate EPA s
proposed plan after the public
comment period has ended and
comments fromthe community and
the State have been received. All
nine criteria are explained in nore
detail here.

Toverall Protection of Human Heal th

and the Environnent - Assesses degree

to which alternative elimnates, reduces,
or controls health and environnental
threats through treatnent, engineering
met hods, or institutional controls.

IConpliance with Applicable or

Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents
(ARARs) - Assesses conpliance with
Federal / State requirenents.

ICost - Weighing of benefits of a renedy
agai nst the cost of inplenmentations.

Y nplementability - Refers to the
technicial feasibility and administrative
ease of a renedy.

IShort-Term Ef fectiveness - Length of
time for renedy to achive protection
and potential inpact of contruction
and inpl ementati on of the renedy.

TLong- Term Ef fecti veness and
Performance - Degree to which a
remedy can nmintain protection of
heal th and environment once cl eanup
goal s have been net.



Reduction of M T/V Through Treat ment

Alternatives 1 & 2 do not achieve reduction in MT/V of
only reduce the

the contaminants. Alternative 3 wll
mobility of the contaninants.

TReduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or
Vol une Through Treatnment - Refers to
expect ed performance of the treatnent
technol ogies to | essen harnful nature,
novenent, or anount of contam nants.

IState Acceptance - Consideration of
State's opinion of the preferred
al ternatives.

YConmmunity Acceptance --
Consi deration of public coments on
the Proposed Pl an.



Short Term Effectiveness

During the inplenentation of all the alternatives, both
onsite workers and peopl e surrounding the site will be
protected when sanpling the various nmedia during

revi ew reassessnent every 5 years, when installing a fence
around the site and from possi bl e i npacts caused by
excavation activities. R sks fromsoil excavation and
renoval woul d be addressed in health and safety plans.
There is no risk to the environnental receptors from

i mpl ement ati on of any renedy, although, habitats could be
di srupted during excavation activities.

Long Term Effectiveness and Per manence

The continued exposure of onsite receptors to surface soils
is a potential long-terminpact for Alternatives 1 and 2.
The renedi ation level derived for protection of human
health and the environnent would not be net by
Alternatives 1 and 2.

St at e Acceptance

The State of South Carolina' s Department of Health and

Envi ronnmental Control was consulted during the drafting of
this Proposed Plan. They are in support of the Alternative
selected in this Proposed Pl an.

Communi ty Accept ance

The purpose of this Proposed Plan and the upcomn ng
comment period is to encourage input fromthe public
during the remedy selection process. Comunity
acceptance of the preferred alternative will be eval uated
after the public comment period and will be described in
the Record of Decision for the Site.

EPA' s PREFERRED ALTERNATI VE

In summary, based on the information available at this tinmg,
EPA is proposing Alternative 3: Excavation and Ofsite

Di sposal. Alternative 3 includes excavation of surface soil
that exceeds the renediation |level (of 400 ppm and

di sposal in either a RCRA landfill or a solid waste landfill.
Conventional excavation will be used to renove the top one
foot of soil. The soil will be Toxicity Characteristic
Leachi ng Procedure (TCLP) tested. |If the soil exceeds the
Land Disposal Restrictions (currently 5 ppmfor lead), then
the soil will be transported to a RCRA Subtitle C disposal

facility. Prior to disposal, the facility will pretreat the soils

using a stabilizer/solidifier such as a cenent or pozzol an
based agent. |If the soil does not exceed the 5 ppm
restriction, it can be transported to a Subtitle D solid waste

landfill and disposed of directly without pretreatnment. The
excavated area would be backfilled with clean topsoil.

Groundwat er nonitoring on an annual basis, for at least five
years, would be required to evaluate site progress.

This alternative represents the best bal ance anong the
criteria used to evaluate remedies. Alternative 3 is believed
to be protective of human health and the environnent,

woul d attain ARARs, woul d be cost effective, and would
utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatnent

technol ogi es or resource technol ogies to the maxi num

extent practicable.

Based on comments received fromthe public during the
upcom ng conment period, EPA, in consultation with

SCDHEC, nmy later further nodify the preferred alternative
or select another renedial alternative presented in this
Proposed Pl an.

OPPORTUNI TI ES FOR PUBLI C
I NVOLVEMENT

EPA has devel oped a comunity rel ations program under
Superfund to respond to citizens' concerns and needs for
information as well as to enable residents and officials of a
site community to participate in the decision-naking

process. Before EPA carries out or authorizes technical

work on a site, EPA staff and/or EPA contractors prepare

a Community Relations Plan (CRP) based upon

di scussions in the comunity with local |eaders and private
citizens. This plan identifies the techniques EPA will use to
communi cate effectively with the community during the

renmedi al process. These conmmunication efforts often

include tel ephone contacts, small informal neetings or

formal public neetings, news rel eases, correspondence and
fact sheets. The CRP is available for review at the site
information repository.

EPA establishes an administrative record and an

information repository where reports and ot her docunents

are made available to citizens. The administrative record is
a file which contains all informati on used by EPA to sel ect

a response action for the site under the CERCLA. A
duplicate file is nmaintained at the Region |V EPA Ofice in
Atlanta, Ceorgia. The information repository is a file that
contains current information such a technical reports and

ref erence docunents regarding the site. The information
repository docunents can be reviewed at the library |listed
bel ow. For information regarding the docunents

mai ntained in the admnistrative record and information
repository, visit the library |listed bel ow or contact the EPA
community relations coordinator for the site.



You axe encouraged to visit the information repository and
contact EPA and SCDHEC representatives listed in this
docunent for additional information. EPA would also
acconmodat e requests for informal neetings during the
public comrent period, to further explain the findings of
the RI/FS and the Proposed Plan. |Individuals interested i
arrangi ng briefings should contact EPA's Conmunity

Rel ati ons Coordinator for the Site.

TECHNI CAL ASSI STANCE GRANTS ARE AVAI LABLE

To assist communities in interpreting the technical findings
at Superfund sites, communities may apply for Techni cal
Assi stance Grants of up to $50,000. Congress and EPA

n have established requirenments for the use of this grant.
Citizens who are interested in a TAG may contact Ms.
Cynthia Peurifoy at 1-800-435-9233.

FOR FURTHER | NFORVATI ON

Renedi al

Proj ect Manager

Yyonne Jones
U S. Environnental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, NE
Atl anta, Ceorgia 30365
(404) 347-7791 EXT. 4122 or (800) 435-9233

Conmmuni ty

Rel ati ons Coor di nat or

Cynt hi a Peurifoy
U.S. Environnental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, NE
Atl anta, Ceorgia 30365
(404) 347-7791 or (800) 435-9233

Regi onal TAG Coor di nat or

Rosemary Patton
U. S. Environnental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, NE
Atlanta, Georgia 30365

(404)

Sout h Car

347-3931 Ext 6107

ol ina Project Manager

Adri enne Fel der

Sout h Carolina Depar

tment of Health & Environnmental Control

2600 Bull Street

Col unbi a,
(

Sout h Carolina 29201
803) 734-5487

Admi ni strative Record and Informati on Repository

Nor t heast Regi onal Library
7490 Parkl ane Road
Col unbi a, SC 29223

(803) 736-6575
HOURS

Monday - Thur sday

9:00 am - 9:00 pm

Friday & Saturday

9: 00 am - 6:00 pm



GLCSSARY

Adm ni strative Record - Afile which is naintained and contains all information used by the EPA
to nmake its decision on the selection of a response action under CERCLA. This file is required
to be available for public review and a copy is to be established at or near the site, usually
at the information repository. A duplicate file is maintained in a central location such as a
regi onal EPA and/or state office

Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) - Requirenents which nust be met by
a response action selected by EPA as a site renedy. "Applicable" requirenents are those
mandat ed under one or nore Federal or State |aws. "Rel evant and appropriate" requirenents are
those which, while not necessarily required, EPA judges to be appropriate for use in that
particul ar case

Aqui fer - An underground geol ogi cal formation, or group of formations, containing usable anounts
of groundwater that can supply wells and springs.

Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent - An assessnent which provides an evaluation of the potential risk to
human health and the environnent in the absence of renedial action

Car ci nogens - Substances that cause or are suspected to cause cancer

Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) - A federal |aw
passed in 1980 and nodified in 1986 by the Superfund Anendnents and Reaut horizati on Act (SARA).
The Acts create a trust fund, known as Superfund, fromtaxes on chem cal and petrol eum
conpani es, to investigate and cl ean up abandoned or uncontrol |l ed hazardous waste sites

Feasibility Study (FS) - See Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study.

G oundwat er - Underground water that fills pores in soils or openings in rocks. This water can
be used for drinking, irrigation, and other purposes.

Hazard Ranki ng System (HRS) - A scoring systemused by EPA and the state to evaluate relative
risks to public health and the environment. A score is calculate based on actual or potentia
rel ease of hazardous substances through the air, soils, surface water or groundwater. |If the
site scores above 28.5, the site is proposed for inclusion on the National Priorities List.

Information Repository - Materials on Superfund and a specific site |ocated conveniently for
| ocal residents.

Maxi mum Cont am nant Levels (MCLs) - The maxi mum permissible | evel of a contaminant in water that
is consunmed as drinking water. These levels are determ ned by EPA and are applicable to al
public water supplies

National Priorities List (NPL) - EPA's list of uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous wastes sites
eligible for long-termclean up under the Superfund Renedi al Program

Nati onal G| and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP) - The Federal regulation that
gui des the Superfund program

Noncar ci nogens - Substances that may cause other adverse health effects besides cancer

Parts Per Billion (ppb)/Parts Per MIlion (ppm) - Units commonly used to express | ow
concentrations of contam nants. For exanple, 1 ounce of Chloroformin 1 mllion ounces of water
is 1 ppm |If one drop of Chlorofornis are mxed in a conpetition sized swi nmng pool, the water
wi Il contain about 1 ppm Chl oroform

Potentially Responsible Parties (PRP's) - This nay be an individual, a conmpany or a group of
conpani es who nay have contributed to the hazardous conditions at a site. These parties may be
held liable for costs of the renedial activities by the EPA through CERCLA Laws.

Public Comment Period - Tine provided for the public to review and comment on a proposed EPA
action or rule naking after it is published as a Proposed Pl an



Record of Decision (ROD) - A public docunment that explains which cleanup alternative will be
used at a National Priorities List site and the reasons for choosing the cleanup alternative
over other possibilities.

Remedi al Desi gn/ Renedi al Action (RDYRA) - The renedial design (RD) is a plan formul ated by
either the PRP or EPA or both to provide the appropriate neasures to renedi ate a hazardous waste
site. This plan may be nodified nany tines through negotiations between EPA an the PRP. The
remedial action (RA) is the inplenentation of the renedial design

Remedi al Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) - Two distinct but related studies, nornally
conducted together, intended to define the nature and extent of contamination at a site and to
eval uate appropriate, site-specific renmedies.

Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposure (RVE) - Atermused in the Baseline R sk Assessnent. The RMVE is the
hi ghest exposure to contam nants that is reasonably expected to occur at a site as is based on
t he professional judgenent of the risk-assessor

Responsi veness Summary - A summary of oral and/or witten public comments recei ved by EPA during
a coment period on key EPA docunents and EPA's responses to those comments. The responsiveness
summary i s especially valuable during the Record of Decision phase at a site on the Nationa
Priorities List when it highlights comunity concerns for EPA deci sion-makers

Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) - A Federal |aw that establishes a regulatory
systemto track hazardous substances fromthe tinme of generation to disposal. The |aw requires
saf e and secure procedures to be used in treating, transporting, storing and di sposi ng of

hazar dous substances. RCRA is designed to prevent the creation of new uncontrolled hazardous
waste sites.

Super fund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act (SARA) - Mdifications to CERCLA enacted on Cctober
17, 1986.

Vol atil e Organi ¢ Conpounds (VOCs) - Organic conmpounds which easily change froma liquid to a gas
when exposed to the atnosphere



PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SUPERFUND SI TE NAI LI NG LI ST COUPON

If you have had a change of address and would like to continue to receive site related
information or would like for EPA to add your nanme and address to the mailing |ist

for the Palnetto Recycling Superfund Site, please conplete this self-addressed form

If you have any questions regarding this mailing list, please call Cynthia Peurifoy at
1- 800- 435- 9233.

NAME

ADDRESS

TELEPHONE: () -

USE TH S SPACE TO WR TE YOUR COMMENTS

Your input on the Proposed Plan for the Palmetto Recycling Superfund Site is inportant in

hel pi ng EPA select a final renedy for the site. You may use the space below to wite your
comments, then fold and nail. A response to your comment will be included in the Responsiveness
Summary.




<I M5 SRC 0495223R> PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SUPERFUND SI TE

PROPOSED PLAN PUBLI C COMVENT SHEET

Fol d on dashed lines, staple, stanp and mail

Nane Pl ace
Addr ess St anp
Gty State Zip Her e

Cynthia Peurifoy, Community Relations Coordi nator
North Superfund Renedi al Branch/Waste Divi sion

U S EPA Region 4

345 Courtland Street, NE

Atlanta, GA 30365



Attachnment B

Public Notices of Public Comment Period and Extension
of Public Coment Period

METRO REG ON
THE<I MG SCR 0495223S>STATE
NOVEMBER 21, 1994

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL
PROTECTI ON AGENCY

<I MG SRC 0495223T>

PUBLI C COMVENT PERI OD
Proposed Renedial Action Plan for the
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SUPERFUND SI TE
Col unbi a, R chland County, South Carolina
Novenber 22 - Decenber 22, 1994

PUBLI C MEETI NG
TUESDAY, DECEMBER 6, 1994, 7:00 p.m
Fai rl awn Community Center
9128 W1 son Boul evard
Col unbi a, South Carolina

The U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has devel oped a Proposed Plan for renediation of
contam nated soil at the Palmetto Recycling Superfund Site. The Proposed Plan sumari zes the
results of the Renedial Investigation of the Site and the alternative cl eanup nethods eval uated
under the Feasibility Study. Three alternatives were studied: Alternative 1 - No Action, which
provides only for continued nonitoring of the Site; Alternative 2 - Limted Action, which
provides for institutional nmeasures to control, limt, and nonitor activities at the Site; and
Alternative 3 - Excavation and Ofsite, Disposal of contam nated soil. After evaluating the
alternatives against nine criteria, EPA and the South Carolina Department of Health and

Envi ronnental Control have identified Alternative 3 as the preferred cleanup nethod. This
alternative provides for excavati on of surface soil that exceeds a contami nant |evel of 400
parts per mllion and disposal of the soil in an offsite landfill.

The Proposed Plan and other Site docunents are available at the Pal metto Recycling Superfund
Site Informati on Repository in the Northeast Regional Library at 7490 Park Lane Road, Col unbia
SC, (803) 776-0855. Citizens are encouraged to review the Proposed Plan and coment on it
during the Public Conment Period, which opens on Novenber 22 and cl oses on Decenber 22. EPA may
extend the Public Conment Period by 30 days if they receive a tinely request for extension

EPA will hold a Public Meeting on Tuesday, Decenber 6 at 7:00 p.m to present the Proposed Pl an
answer questions, and discuss concerns. Interested citizens are encouraged to attend the Public
Meeting, which will be held at the Fairlaw Community Center. Questions about the Site can be
referred to Cynthia Peurifoy, EPA Community Rel ations Coordi nator, at 1-800-435-9233. Witten
comrent s shoul d be postnarked by Decenber 22, 1994 and directed to:

Yvonne Jones, Renedi al Project Manager
U S. Environnental Protection Agency

345 Courtland Street, NE

Atl anta, GA 30365



A20 SUNDAY, DECEMBER 18, 1994 THE STATE, COLUMBIA, S.C.

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONMVENTAL
PROTECTI ON AGENCY

<I MG SRC 0495223U>

EXTENSI ON OF PUBLI C COMMENT PERI OD
Proposed Renedial Action Plan for the
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SUPERFUND SI TE
Col unbi a, Richland County, South Carolina
Novenber 22, 1994 - January 23, 1995

The U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has extended the Public Comment Period for the
Proposed Plan for renedi ati on of contam nated soil at the Pal netto Recycling Superfund Site.
The Public Comment Period, which opened on Novenber 22 and was schedul ed to cl ose on Decenber
22, will close on January 23, 1995.

The Proposed Plan summari zes the results of the Renedial Investigation of the Site and the
alternative cl eanup nethods eval uated under the Feasibility Study. Three alternatives were
studied: Aternative 1 - No Action, which provides only for continued nonitoring of the Site;

Alternative 2 -Limted Action, which provides for institutional measures to control, limt, and
nonitor activities at the Site; and Alternative 3 - Excavation and Ofsite D sposal of
contam nated soil. After evaluating the alternatives against EPA's nine criteria, EPA and the

South Carolina Departnent of Health and Environmental Control have identified Alternative 3 as
the preferred cleanup nethod. This alternative provides for excavati on of surface soil that
exceeds a contaminant |evel of 400 parts per nmillion and disposal of the soil in an offsite
landfill. The estimated present worth cost of this alternative is $241, 000 (nonhazardous waste
landfill) to $940,000 (hazardous waste landfill).

The Proposed Plan and other Site docunents are available at the Palmetto Recycling Superfund
Site Informati on Repository in the Northeast Regional Library at 7490 Park Lane Road, Col unbi a,
SC (803) 776-0855. Citizens are encouraged to review the Proposed Plan and comment on it during
the Public Comment Period.

Questions about the Site can be referred to Cynthis Peurifoy, EPA Conmmunity Rel ations
Coordi nator, at 1-800-435-9233. Witten coments should be postnarked by January 23, 1995 and
directed to:

Yvonne Jones, Renedi al Project Manager
U S. Environnental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, NE
Al tanta, GA 30365



Attachnment C

Witten Public Comments Received
During the Public Coment Period
South Carolina Commi ssi oner: Douglas E. Bryant
DHEC Board: Richard E. Jabbour, DDS, Chairman
WIlliamE. Applegate, I11.
Robert J. Stripling. Jr., Vice Chairman
John H Burriss
Sandra J. Mol ander, Secretary
Tony Graham Jr., MD
Departnent of Heal th and Environnental Control John B. Pate, MD
Robert MIIs Conplex, Box 101106 Pronoting Health, Protecting the Environnent
Col unbi a, SC 29211

Meror andum

TO Lovyst L. Luker
Proj ect Adm nistrator
ATSDR Cooper ati ve Agreenent
Di vi sion of Health Hazard Eval uation

FROM WIlliamT. Going, MH<I M5 SRC 0495223V>
Envi ronnental Qual ity Manager
ATSDR Cooper ati ve Agreenent
Di vi sion of Health Hazard Eval uation

DATE: January 10, 1995
RE: Pal ment o Recycling Record of Decision

Attached are ny comments for the Environnental Protection Agency's (EPA) draft Record of
Decision (ROD) for the Palnetto Recycling site. The EPA rel eased the draft ROD on Novenber 22,
1994 to the public for coments by Decenber 22, 1994. However, the EPA granted the public an
extension for coments with a deadline of January 23, 1995.

Overall the ROD appears to be in line with the public health assessment. The RCD proposes to
renedi ate surface soil that exceeds EPA's renediation levels for lead. The contam nated soil
wi Il be disposed of in a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) landfill or in a solid
waste landfill. The excavated area will be backfilled with clean topsoil. It also proposes
groundwat er nmonitoring on an annual basis, for at |east five years.

| feel like the soil excavation is needed. However, | also feel that the proposed renedy wll
not address public health concerns related to off-site soil contam nation or groundwater
contam nation. | recomended that the EPA strengthen the renedy to include testing of private
drinking water wells and community education for groundwater. | also recommend that additional
off-site soil sanples be collected fromresidential yards and fromthe dirt road that borders
the site to the east. | feel that these sanples are needed to fully characterize the extent of
contam nation at the site.



COMMENTS FOR THE DRAFT RECORD OF DECI SI ON
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE

The South Carolina Departnment of Health and Environnental Control under cooperative agreenent
with the Agency for Toxic Substances and Di sease Registry, subnmits the foll owing commrents for
the draft Record of Decision, dated Novenber 22, 1994, for the Palnmetto Recycling site in

Ri chl and County, South Carolina

1.0 SITE LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON
1) Paragraph 1. Second Sentence.

Pl ease verify the longitude coordinate defined for the site. It appears that it should be
reported at 81 °00' 43"

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

2) Pl ease insert the follow ng narrative between the fourth and fifth paragraphs on
page 4:

In 1988, SCDHEC under a cooperative agreenent with the Agency for Toxic

Subst ances and Di sease Registry (ATSDR), released a prelimnary health assessment

for the Palnetto Recycling, Inc. site. The site was classified as a potential public
heal th hazard based on the limted available data at the time. The prelimnary health
assessnent recommended that additional investigations be conpleted to better
characterize the site classification and to assess public health concerns.

3.0 H GHLI GHATS CGF COWLUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

3) Pl ease define the "XXXX' in the |ast sentence of the first paragraph.
5.0 SUWARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

4) Page 5, 2nd sentence in paragraph that continues from previ ous page.

This sentence states that 86 soil sanples were collected during the Renedi a
Investigation (RI) and the |l ast sentence of this paragraph states that the majority of
the work was performed in April 1993, June 1993, March 1994, June 1994, and July

1994. However, the draft R report states that 69 soil sanples were collected. Later
in the ROD (page 14, 5.3 Nature and Extent of Contami nation, Surface Soil Sanples
paragraph 1), the ROD states CDM col | ected 69 soil sanples and the EPA coll ected

17 soil sanples. However, it does not explain the rationale as to why, where, and
when the EPA sanples were collected after the renedial activities were conpleted

In addition, the sane sentence states that 3 surface water sanples were collected and
the draft RI states that 2 surface water sanples were collected. Ws the sanple taken
after the draft RI? If so, when and where was this sanple collected and why was it

col | ect ed?

6.0 SUWARY CF SITE R SKS

5) The EPA shoul d give greater consideration to the groundwater pathway even though
the baseline risk calculations do not indicate that the contami nants in this pathway
pose an adequate risk to human health. This recommendation is not based as nmuch
on scientific principles as it is based on the repeated concerns expressed by the public
about the quality of their private drinking water wells. Based on the findings of
EPA' s private well survey, several residents who use or used private wells noted
di scolored water with a bad taste and bad odor; in addition, several residents have
requested that their private well water be tested. On Decenber 6, 1994, SCDHEC
agreed to sanple the private wells of area residents who desired this service.

6) In the ROD, the EPA has stated that it will conduct a review of the site "within five



years after conmencenent of renedial actions to ensure that the renedy continues to
provi de adequate protection of human health and the environment protection.” Since

many residents fear that site-related contam nants have inpacted their private well
water, the results of this sanpling should be discussed with the public as it relates to
the Pal netto Recycling site. The EPA shoul d consider periodic sanpling of the

private wells in the area over this five-year period.

The current ROD will not address community concerns in regards to off-site human
exposure to contam nants. The public has expressed concerns about possible

contam nation in the area of the off-site dirt road. W recommend that soil sanples

be collected fromoff-site locations including the area of the dirt road and fromthe
residential yards that border the site along Koon Store Road. Wiile there indeed may
not be contami nation in these areas, these sanples are needed to fully characterize the
extent of contamination at the site and to adequately address commnity health
concerns. Figure 10 (attached) in the ROD that defines the "Approxi mate Area

Extent of Lead Contam nation Above Renedi ation Levels in Surface Soil" supports

this rationale since this area (in the southeast corner of the site) is adjacent to the
dirt road that is east of the site and diagonally across froma residential yard

7.3 ALTERNATI VE 3 - EXCAVATI ON AND OFFSI TE DI SPOSAL

7) The groundwat er nonitoring programunder this option should be expanded to include
testing of area private drinking water well residents who desire this testing.
Communi ty education should be considered to neet concerns expressed by the
community about the quality of their drinking water

8) We concur with the selected renedial activity - the excavation of on-site soil
However, we would like to see the comunity concerns of off-site soil contamination

and groundwat er contam nation nore adequately addressed

<I MG SRC 0495223W



-- South Carolina --
Conmi ssioner: Douglas E. Bryant

DHEC
Board: R chard E. Jabbour, DDS, Chairnan
John H Burriss
Robed J. Stripling, Jr., Vice Chairman
WlliamM Hull, Jr., MD
Sandra J. Mol ander, Secretary
Roger Leaks, Jr.
Departnent of Heal th and Environnental Control Burner R Maybank, 111
2600 Bull Street, Colunbia, SC 29201 Pronoting Health, Protecting the

Envi r onnent

January 12, 1995
Ms. Yvonne Jones
Renmedi al Proj ect Manager
USEPA
345 Courtland Street, NE
Atlanta, GA 30365

RE: Proposed Pl an Fact Sheet (Novenber 1994)
Draft Record of Decision (ROD) Novenber 1994
Pal metto Recycling NPL Site
SCD 037 398 120
Ri chl and County
Dear Ms. Jones:
The above referenced docunments for the Palnetto Recycling site have been revi ewed by the
Departnent. Comments from Ji m Bowran, SCDHEC Hydrol ogi st, are attached in a nenmorandumto
Adri enne Fel der.

PROPOSED PLAN FACT SHEET

1. Page 5. Correct the date April 25, 1994 in the third paragraph, colum one. It
should be rewitten as April 25, 1984.

2. Page 11. Alternative 1 - No Action. Please review sentences two and three of
this section. Sone rewordi ng nay be necessary for clarity.

3. Page 13. Reduction of MT/V Through Treatnent. Please spell out MT/ V.

4. Page 14. Short Term Effectiveness. Please reviewthe first sentence in this
section. Sone rewording may be necessary for clarity.

5. Page 15. The correct phone nunber for Adrienne Felder, South Carolina Project
Manager, is (803) 896-4071.

DRAFT RECORD OF DECI SI ON
1. Page iv. Table of Contents. The title of Section 7.0 - Description of
G oundwat er Renedial Alternatives should be rewitten as Section 7.0 -

Description of Soil Renedial Alternatives.

<I MG SRC 0495223X>



Ms. Yvonne Jones
January 12, 1995

DRAFT RECORD OF DEC SI ON
2. Page 4. Third paragraph, fifth sentence. Correct the date to state April 25, 1984.

3. Page 27. The fourth sentence in the second conpl ete paragraph should be
rewritten for clarity.

4. Page 37. Please define the acronym T TBC in the third paragraph of section 9.1

5. Page 38. Two sections of 9.1.2 - ARARs appear on page 38. The second
section of 9.1.2 should be section 9.1.3 - Perfornance Standards. Section 9.1.3
shoul d i ncl ude nore di scussion on soil excavation and confirnation soil sanpling
follow ng the excavation to verify that soil remaining on site does not exceed

400 ppm
6. Page 40. Table 3 (Continued). The rationale for soil discusses protective bl ood
lead levels for children as 18 ng/dl. The protective blood |l ead | evels for

children should be 10 ug/dl

7. Page 45. Section 10.0 - Docunentation of Significant Changes shoul d be
renunbered as Section 11.0.

Pl ease contact nme regarding a letter of concurrence fromthe State of South Carolina.
If I can be of further assistance, contact nme at 803/896-4071

Si ncerely,

<I MG SRC 0495223Y>

Adri enne Fel der

Site Engi neering Section

Di vision of Site Engineering & Screening

Bureau of Solid & Hazardous Waste
Managenent

Encl osure

cc: Ji m Bownan
R Gary Stewart



-- South Carolina --
Commi ssioner: Douglas E. Bryant

DHEC
Board: R chard E. Jabbour, DDS, Chairnan
John H Burriss
Robed J. Stripling, Jr., Vice Chairman
WlliamM Hull, Jr., MD
Sandra J. Mol ander, Secretary
Roger Leaks, Jr.
Departnent of Heal th and Environnental Control Burnet R Maybank, 111
2600 Bull Street, Colunbia, SC 29201 Pronoting Health, Protecting the Environnent
RECEI VED
MVEMORANDUM
JAN 11 1995
TO Adri enne Fel der, Engi neer
Site Engi neering Section SI TE ENGA NEERI NG & SCREENI NG
Di vision of Site Engineering and Screening BSHWM
Bureau of Solid and Hazardous \Waste Managenent
FROM Ji m Bownan, Hydrol ogi st <I MG SRC 0495223Z>
Super fund Section
Di vi si on of Hydrogeol ogy
Bureau of Solid and Hazardous \Waste Managenent
DATE: January 9, 1995
RE: Proposed Pl an Fact Sheet dated Novenber 1994 and

Draft Record of Decision (ROD) dated Novenmber 16, 1994
Pal metto Recycling NPL Site

SCD 037 398 120

Ri chl and County, South Carolina

The Division of Hydrogeol ogy has conpl eted a review of the above-referenced docunents for
the Pal metto Recycling NPL Site. Qur comments on these docunents are provided as follows:

A PROPCSED PLAN FACT SHEET

1. Site Background, 3rd Paragraph, page 2: The Fact Sheet states that five groundwater
monitor wells, installed by Raynond Knox Consultants, are |located onsite. However, in Septenber
1981, the nonth in which these five wells were installed, Raynond Knox was an enpl oyee of the

G oundwat er Protection Division of the Departnent. These five wells were installed by a
contractor hired by Palnetto Recycling, but this contractor was not Raynond Knox. Pl ease
correct the statenent concerning the five wells. W also recommend that EPA state the purpose
of the five original nonitor wells so that these wells are not confused with the nonitor wells
that were installed as part of the Renedial Investigation (R).

B. DRAFT RCD

1. Section 1.0, Site Location and Description, Second Paragraph,page 1: The Draft ROD states

that five groundwater nonitor wells, installed by Raynond Knox Consultants, are |ocated onsite.
Pl ease refer to Comment A. 1. of this nenorandumfor our correction to this statement in the ROD
concerning the five nonitoring wells.

2. Section 3.0, Hghlights of Community Participation, page 5 Information regarding the
extension to the public comrent period should be included in the second and third paragraphs of
this section.

3. Section 7.3, Alternative 3- Excavation and Of-Site D sposal, page 33 and Section 9.1,
Surface Soil Renediation, page 37: These sections should state that the soil excavation will be



followed up with soil testing for lead. The purpose of the soil testing is to ensure that

excavation is successful in renoving | ead contam nation above the renediation |evel (400 ppn) in
the surface soil.

4. Alist of references that are cited in Draft ROD should be provided at the end of the
docunent .



<I M5 SRC 0495223AA>AT&T

J. Mchael Hartnett Room E2060

Seni or Attorney 131 Morri stown Road
Backi ng Ridge, NJ 07920
908- 204- 8435
FAX 908 204- 8565

January 20, 1995

VI A FACSI M LE

Ms. Cynthia Peurifoy

U S. Environnental Protection Agency

North Superfund Renedi al Branch

345 Courtland Street, NE

Atlanta Georgia 30365

Re: Palnetto Recycling Superfund Site
Dear Ms. Peurifoy:

As we di scussed yesterday, | herewith provide AT&T's comments on the proposed plan for
the subject site.

Ceneral Comment s

In the Feasibility Study (FS) it is suggested at one point that the renedi ati on of

| ead- cont am nated surface soil should be focused on the renoval of "hot spots." El sewhere in
the FS and in the proposed plan it is recormended or inplied that gross excavation of soil take
place. It is recormended that the docunents be revised to consistently suggest limted hot spot
renoval

The concl usi on regardi ng ecol ogi cal concerns contains the vague recomendati on that a
further ecological study "may be necessary." It is AT&T's view that since the potential for
adverse ecol ogical effects is |low, the recommendati on should be that further assessnent is not
war r ant ed.

<I MG SRC 0495223BB>



Ms. C. Peurifoy

01/ 20/ 95
Speci fic Conments
Fi nal Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Report

Page Locati on Conmrent

1-15 11 This section states that the amount of dust detected
at the site did not vary from background conditions
The anount of dust detected would not be expected
to vary. It is the incidence of |ead absorbed to the
dust particles that would be the neasure of
concern. Can a concentration of lead in the dust be
assuned to evaluate the potential for exposure due
to airborne concentrations?

3-1 12 (ne background soil location will not adequately
descri be background conditions. The nunber of
background sanpl es col |l ected shoul d be
statistically determ ned as described in R sk
Assessnent Qui dance for Superfund.

3-5 Table 3-1 Additionally, several sanples collected from one
borehol e do not constitute different background
sanpling locations. No solid borings were
conducted in the former suspected dunping area
For conpl et eness, subsurface soil conditions
shoul d have been evaluated in this area

5-3 Table 5-1 Wiy was no well cluster installed north of wel

cluster #3 to nonitor groundwater down gradient of
the suspected |iquid wastedunpi ng area?



Ms. C. Peurifoy

01/ 20/ 95

Page Locati on Conmrent

8-13 Tabl e 8-5 The logic for using 400 ng/ kg as the cl eanup goa
for lead in the surfare soil is not consistent with the
gui dance CSWER Directive #93-55.14-2 in which it
is suggested that the UBK nbodel be run iteratively
until the acceptable blood I ead | evel s and
popul ation effects are reached (10 ug/dl and 5%
respectively). In the FS, the average |ead
concentration (528 ng/kg) was used as input to the
nodel , as opposed to the 95% UCL concentration
(1,968 ny/ kg).

11-4 12 This section states that a discount rate of five

percent for present worth estinmates was used.

Recent correspondence w th USEPA had i ndi cat ed

that a discount rate of 7 percent for feasibility study
present worth estimate is currently being used

Proposed Pl an

Soi |l excavation and off-site disposal was the only renedial action considered for the site
soils. Two options were within the soil excavation and di sposal alternative Qption 1 involves
soil disposal at the Subtitle D solid waste facility at an estinmated present worth cost of
$241,000. Option 2 involves soil disposal at a RCRA Subtitle Cfacility at an estimated present
worth cost of $941,000 in the Feasibility Study, it was stated that other alternatives such as
the on-site treatnment were not consi dered because the volunme of soil requiring renediation
(1,110 cubic yards) fell short of the 2,000 cubic yard cut-off typically used within the
industry to evaluate whether soil is nore cost effective treated on site or off site. However
since there is a significant difference in cost between ption 1 and Option 2 and since it is
likely that the nore expensive option will be required (i.e., excavated soils will exceed the 5
ng/ 1 TCLP level for lead), AT&T believes that on-site treatnment and di sposal could prove cost
effective. W recommend TCLP testing of the surface soil at the site prior to selection of the
final renedy to determine if the soils can be disposed at a Subtitle D solid waste facility. |If
results indicate that the soil can be disposed at a Subtitle Dfacility, then we agree that the
excavation and of f-site disposal alternative is the nost appropriate alternative. |If test
results indicate that the soil nust be treated and di sposed at the RCRA Subtitle C facility,
then we recormmend that on-site treatnment and di sposal be eval uated. Based on the depth and
total volunme of soil above the 400 ng/ kg action level, on-site treatnent by fixation/
stabilization could be inplenented using conventional earth-noving equipnent. Fixation/
stabilization is a well-denonstrated technology for the treatnent of |ead-contam nated soil

Al though a detail ed cost eval uation has not been perforned, it is anticipated that on-site
treatnment and di sposal could be inplenented at a present worth cost of approxi mately $350, 000
This alternative would satisfy EPA's preference for treatnment and would mni mze | ead exposure
via contact with surface soils while elimnating the need to transport soils off site for
disposal in a landfill.

Pl ease address any questions you may have to ne.

Very truly yours

<I M5 SRC 0495223CC>
J. M CHAEL HARNETT

cc: J. MCarthy
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Attachnent D

O ficial Transcript of the Proposed Plan Public Meeting

STATE OF SQUTH CARCLI NA)

)
COUNTY OF Rl CHLAND )

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL
PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON |V
PUBLI C | NFCRVATI ON MEETI NG
FOR THE PALMETTO RECYCLI NG | NC.

SUPERFUND SI TE

FAI RLAWN COMMUNI TY CENTER
COLUMBI A, SQUTH CARCLI NA
TUESDAY, DECEMBER 6, 1994
7:10 PM - 9:20 P.M

COURT REPORTER  SHEI LA STAGGS, CCR (GA)
HANVELL REPCRTI NG SERVI CE
920 MOHEGAN TRAI L

WEST CCLUMBI A, SOQUTH CARCLI NA 29169

(803) 791-4127

HANVELL REPCRTI NG SERVI CE
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APPEARANCES:

UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
REG ON |V
345 COURTLAND STREET, N E.
ATLANTA, GEORG A 30365
BY: CYNTH A PEUR FOY, COVMUNI TY RELATI ONS
BERNI E HAYES
YVONNE JONES, PROJECT MANAGER
JAN ROGERS

SOUTH CARCLI NA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
AND ENVI RONVENTAL CONTROL
2600 BULL STREET
COLUMBI A, SOUTH CARCLI NA 29201
BY: ENAYET ULLAH

ERI C MELARO

GARY STEWART

GAl L JETER

ADRI ENNE FELDER

CRAI G MARRI NER

JI' M BOAWAN

EXHI BI TS

* * * (NO EXH BI TS WERE MARKED) * * *

HANWELL REPORTI NG SERVI CE
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M5. PEURI FOY: GOOD EVEN NG EVERYBODY.
MY NAME |'S CYNTHI A PEUR FOY AND |' M THE COVWUNI TY
RELATI ONS COORDI NATCR FOR E. P. A REG ON |V SCUTH
CARCLI NA SECTI ON CR THE NORTH SUPERFUND REMEDI AL
BRANCH WE RE HERE TONI GHT TO TALK TO YOU ABOUT
OUR WORK AT THE PALMETTO RECYCLING SITE. WE RE
HERE TONI GHT TO PRESENT YOU THE PROPCSED CLEAN UP
PLAN FOR THE SITE. AND TO RECEI VE YOUR COWMVENTS
AND QUESTI ONS.

TONI GHT' S MEETI NG PURPCSE AS | JUST SAI D,
WE RE GO NG TO SUMAR ZE THE REMEDI AL
| NVESTI GATION.  WE' RE GO NG TO G VE YOU THE
BACKGROUND OF THE SITE, THE FINDINGS OF THE
REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATION.  WE RE GO NG TO SUMVARI ZE
THE BASE LI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT AND WE' RE GOl NG TO
SUMMVARI ZE THE FEASI BI LI TY STUDY. WE RE GO NG TO
PRESENT CLEAN UP ALTERNATI VES AND THEI R COSTS.
AND VWE' RE GO NG TO PRESENT TO YOU QUR PREFERRED
ALTERNATI VE FOR THE CLEAN UP OF THE SI TE.

AND LAST BUT CERTAINLY NOT LEAST WE RE GO NG

TO SOLICI T YOUR | NPUT, YOUR COWENTS, YOUR
QUESTI ONS, YOUR CCNCERNS.

OKAY. WE RE HERE BECAUSE THIS IS A
SUPERFUND SITE. SO | WANT TO GO OVER W TH YQU A
LI TTLE BI T THE SUPERFUND PROCESS. THI'S SI TE HAS

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE
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GONE THROUGH QUITE A BIT OF THE PROCESS. WHEN A
SITE IS DI SCOVERED | T UNDERGOES A PROCESS WHERE
ITIS RANKED. AND IF IT RANKS AND I T SCORES A
SCORE OF 28.5 CRHGHER IT IS LI STED ON THE
NATI ONAL PRICRITIES LI ST. AT THAT TIME A
REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON | S DONE AND A FEASI BI LI TY
STUDY.

AND THERE YQU SEE BLOCK FI VE. WE HAVE
PUBLI C COMWMENTS. AND THAT' S WHY WE' RE HERE
TONIGHT. 1'M GO NG TO GO AHEAD AND TELL YOU A
LI TTLE BI T ABQUT WHAT' S GO NG TO HAPPEN NEXT.
AFTER TONI GHT' S MEETI NG WE RE GO NG TO GO BACK.
VWE RE GO NG TO COWPLETE THE COMVENT PERI CD VWH CH
I S EXTENDABLE FOR ANOTHER 30 DAYS | F WE RECEI VE
THAT TYPE OF REQUEST. AND THEN WE RE GO NG TO DO
VWHAT | S CALLED A RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY. THAT IS
A RESPONSE TO ALL THE COMMENTS THAT WE RECEI VE
DURI NG THE COMWENT PERI OD. THAT BECOMES PART OF
BLOCK 6, THE RECORD OF DECISION, WVHICH IS A
PUBLI C DOCUMENT THAT WLL BE ADDED TO THE
| NFORVATI ON REPCSI TORY. AT THAT TIME WE WLL GO
I NTO NEGOTI ATI ONS AND WE W LL START WORKI NG ON
THE DESI GN OF THE CLEAN UP PLAN. THAT' S BLOCK 7
UP THERE. AND THEN VWE WLL GO I NTO THE ACTUAL
CLEAN UP PROCESS.

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE
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NOW | WANT TO GO OVER WTH YOQU A LITTLE BI' T
OF THE COVWUNI TY RELATI ONS H STORY OF THE SI TE.
VE VWERE HERE I N JUNE OF ' 92 AND WE CONDUCTED
COMMUNI TY | NTERVI EW6.  WE HAD A PUBLI C MEETI NG
HERE I N AUGUST OF '92. AND VEE FI NALI ZE QUR
COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS PLAN | N SEPTEMBER OF 1992.
SOVE OF THE THI NGS THAT WE PUT | N THAT COVWUN TY
RELATI ONS PLAN THAT WE WOULD DO, WE WERE GO NG TO
ESTABLI SE PO NTS OF CONTACT WHI CH WE DI D BY
LETTI NG YOU KNOWWHO | AM AND WHO THE PRQIECT
MANAGER WAS FCR THE SITE. WE HAVE A TOLL FREE
NUMBER THAT YQU SHOULD ALL HAVE I N YOUR FACT
SHEETS WHERE YOU CAN CALL US ANY TI ME W TH ANY
QUESTI ONS OR CONCERNS.  WE VE HAD MEETI NGS.

PUBLI C MEETI NGS. WE VE DONE FACT SHEETS.

VE VE PUT OQUT NEWS RELEASES TO TRY TO KEEP YQU
UP- TO- DATE ON WHAT' S GO NG ON.  AND WE' VE
ESTABLI SHED AN | NFORVATI ON REPCSI TCRY. WE

MAI NTAIN A MAILING LI ST FOR THE SITE. AND QUR
COMMUNI TY RELATI ONS PLAN CALLS FOR REVI SI ON AS
NEEDED.

I WANT TO ALSO TELL YOU A LITTLE BIT ABQUT
TECHNI CAL ASSI STANCE GRANTS. WE SPOKE ABOUT THI S
VWHEN VE WERE HERE BEFORE. TECHN CAL ASSI STANCE
GRANTS ARE $50, 000 GRANTS THAT ARE AVAI LABLE TO

HANVELL REPCRTI NG SERVI CE
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COMMUNI TY GROUPS THAT LI VE NEAR SUPERFUND SI TES.
ITIS GVEN TO HRE A TECHNI CAL ADVI SCR TO HELP
YQU | NTERPRET AND UNDERSTAND S| TE RELATED
TECHNI CAL | NFORVATI ON SUCH AS THE | NFORNMATI ON
THAT' S GO NG TO BE PRESENTED HERE TON GHT.

COMWLUNI TY GROUPS DO HAVE TO CONTRI BUTE 20
PERCENT. AND THAT CAN BE DONE THROUGH | N KI ND
SERVI CES SUCH AS VOLUNTEERI NG YOUR TI ME, PUTTI NG
QUT NEWBLETTERS OR WHATEVER. | T'S NOT TOO LATE
FOR A TECHNI CAL ASS|I STANCE GRANT. | WLL BE MORE
THAN HAPPY TO WORK W TH YQU ANY WAY | CAN TO HELP
YOQU TO GET THAT DONE SHOULD YQU SO DESI RE.

NOW | WANT TO | NTRODUCE SOMVE PECPLE TO YQU
VWHO ARE HERE TONI GHT FROM E. P. A. AND ALSO FROM
THE SOUTH CARCLI NA DEPARTMENT COF HEALTH AND
ENVI RONMENTAL CONTROL.  FIRST OF ALL FROM E. P. A
THE PRQJECT MANAGER FOR THE SITE | S M5, YVONNE
JONES. SHE'S BACK HERE IN THE REAR.  SHE' S GO NG
TO BE SPEAKING TO YU QU TE A BIT TONNGHT. OUR
SECTI ON CH EF FOR THE SQUTH CARCLI NA SECTION I S
MR JAN ROGERS AND HE' S I N THE REAR ALSO. AND WE
HAVE WTH US ALSO FROM E. P. A MR BERN E HAYES
WHO S ANOTHER PRQJECT MANAGER | N QUR SECTI ON.

NOW FROM QUR COLLEAGUES AT THE DEPARTMENT
OF HEALTH AND ENVI RONMENTAL CONTROL WVE HAVE

HANWELL REPORTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR GARY STEWART. WE HAVE M5, GAIL JETER VE
HAVE M. ADRI ENNE FELDER WV HAVE MR JIM
BOWAN. AND VWE HAVE MR ERI C MELARO AND VE
HAVE MR ENAYET ULLAH

NOW |'M GO NG TO TURN THE PRESENTATI ON OVER
TO M5, JONES AND | WOULD ENCOURAGE YOQU TO ASK
QUESTI ONS, 4 VE US FEEDBACK HONEVER YOU SO
DESI RE. PLEASE MAKE SURE THAT WHEN YQU SPEAK
TONI GHAT THAT OUR COURT REPORTER CAN HEAR YOU AND
| DENTI FY YOURSELF BECAUSE WE ARE NAKI NG A
TRANSCRI PT OF TH'S MEETING THANK YQU.

MB. JONES: HELLO  BASI CALLY I' M NOT
REALLY USED TO WORKING WTH A M KE SO I F AT ANY
TIME THAT | T MAY APPEAR THAT YQU CANNOT MAKE OUT
VWHAT | AM SAYI NG FEEL FREE TO RAI SE YOUR HAND.
AND |'LL TRY AND SPEAK A LI TTLE LOUDER
BASI CALLY WHAT | WOULD LI KE TO DO TONI GHT IS FCR
THE MOST PART SUMVARI ZE THE SI TE H STORY, SITE
BACKGROUND AND THE SI TE LOCATION. I N ADDI TION TO
THAT | WOULD ALSO LIKE TO G VE YQU A BR EF
SUMVARY OF WHAT WAS DONE DURI NG THE REMEDI AL
I NVESTI GATI ON AND WHAT THE RESULTS WERE FROM THE
REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON.  CAN EVERYBODY HEAR ME?
OKAY.

BASI CALLY AS EVERYONE KNOWS THE PALMETTO

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE
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RECYCLI NG SI TE | S LOCATED APPROXI MATELY 8 M LES

NORTH OF COLUMBI A, SOQUTH CARCLI NA, | N RURAL

RI CHLAND COUNTY. THE SITE IS PCSI TI ONED BETWEEN

U S. RQUTES 321 AND U S. ROUTE 21 ON THE NORTH

S| DE OF KOON STCRE RQAD.

FEATURES OF THE SI TE ARE BASI CALLY TO THE

EAST OF THE SITE YOU HAVE A DI RT ROAD. |'M SURE

EVERYONE | S FAM LI AR WTH DRY FORK CREEK. TO THE

NORTH OF THE SI TE YOU HAVE AN UNNAMED TRI BUTARY

VWH CH | S UPSTREAM CF DRY FORK CREEK. AS FAR AS

THE SI TE | TSELF THERE IS | GQUESS APPROXI MATELY

130 BY 170 FOOTr ASPHALT PAD ON WH CH MOST COF THE

PRODUCTI ON PROCESS TOOX PLACE. THERE WAS AN

OFFI CE BU LDING AND AS EVERYONE | S PROBABLY

AWARE OF, THERE WAS ALSO AN EXCAVATED PI T AREA

VWH CH NOW HAS BEEN BACK FILLED WTH SO L WHICH I S

KNOMN AS -- WE WOULD CALL I T THE FORMER TRUCK

SCALE AREA.

IN ADDI TION TO TH' S PARTI CULAR FI GURE TH S

IS THE WORK SHED OR | T HOUSED THE WORK SHED WVWH CH

IS REALLY WHERE A LOT OF THE PROCESS TOOK PLACE.

MB. BROM: | BEG YOUR PARDON. THE

WORK PLACE WAS THE BACK ONE BACK THERE, THE BACK

BLOCK. THAT' S WHERE ALL THE WORK VENT ON.  AND

THEY HAD A CONVEYCR BELT THAT WENT FROM THERE

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE
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OVER TO THE SUMP TANK.

MB. JONES: THANK YOQU. CAN YQU SEE

THE TANKS WHERE YOU ARE?

MB. BROM: YES, | CAN SEE IT.

MB. JONES: AND ALSO THE TANK SADDLE

VWH CH WAS PART OF THE PROCESS. BASED ON | GUESS

| NFORVATI ON FROM A PREVI QUS WORKER FROM THE SI TE

TH' S PARTI CULAR AREA WAS CONSI DERED AS THE

DUWPI NG AREA. | T CONSI STED OF THE AREA WHI CH

HELD MATERI AL FROM BATTERY CASI NGS, GRCUND

BATTERY CASI NGS.

MB. BROM: CASI NGS BEI NG BURNED.

M5. JONES: CORRECT. AS FAR AS

LOCKI NG AT SOME OF THE SI TE H STORY OF THE SI TE,

PRI CR TO 1979 FROM THE DATA THAT | HAVE BASI CALLY

READ THE OVERALL AREA OR THE AREA SURROUNDI NG THE

SI TE WAS CONSI DERED TO BE RURAL RESI DENTIAL. IN

1979 THE PRCPERTY WAS PURCHASED BY A COWPANY BY

THE NAME OF PALMETTO RECYCLI NG | NCORPORATED FOR

THE PURPCSE OF OPERATI NG A BATTERY RECYCLI NG

COVPANY. FROM 1979 TO 1983 THE FACI LI TY WAS

I N\VOLVED | N THE RECLAVATI ON OF LEAD FROM THE

BATTERI ES. AS PART OF THE RECLANATI ON PRCCESS OF

LEAD FROM THE BATTER ES BASI CALLY | GUESS IN A

NUTSHELL LEAD WAS BASI CALLY RECLAI MED FROM THE

HANVELL REPCRTI NG SERVI CE
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BATTERI ES.

I DON T KNOWIF ANY OF YOU HAVE EVER LOOKED

IN A BATTERY. | T LITERALLY CONSI STS CF AN QUTER

CASI NG W TH METAL PRONGS THROUGHOUT THE BATTERY.

AND SULFURI C ACID DOMWN | N THE BATTERY. WHAT

WOULD ACTUALLY TAKE PLACE IS | GUESS DURI NG THE

PROCESS THE LEAD WAS RECLAI MED AND BASI CALLY THE

SULFURI C WASTE JUST I N A NUTSHELL WAS YQU KNOW

DI SCHARGCED.

IN 1981 OR AROUND THE AREA COF 1981 THE

PALMETTO RECYCLI NG | NC. AND REALLY JUST AFTER A

PERI OD OF DI SCHARGE TO THE LOCAL SEWER BASI CALLY

APPLI ED FOR AN APPLI CATI ON TO DI SCHARGE HAZARDQUS

WASTE WH CH | THI NK EVERYONE HERE PRETTY MJCH

KNOAS ABQUT. THAT PARTI CULAR APPLI CATI ON WAS

DENI ED BY DHEC. AND I N 1983 THE FACILITY FI LED

FOR BANKRUPTCY.

IN 1984 AS A RESULT --

MB. BROM:  MAY | | NDECT SOVETH NG

RI GHT HERE?

MB. JONES: COKAY.

M5. BROM: FROM 1979 TO 1983 THE

COVPANY WAS NOT OPERATI NG ALL THAT TI ME.

MB. JONES: CORRECT. BUT THEY WERE

TRYI NG TO APPLY FOR A PERM T.

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE
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MB. BROM:  AND DURI NG THE Tl ME THAT

THEY DI D TRY TO OPERATE THEY WERE OPERATI NG

W TROUT THE FI RST PERM T PERI CD.

MB. JONES: CORRECT. | N FACT FROM MY

READI NG THEY WERE ALREADY DI SCHARG NG WHEN THEY

MB. BROM: DI SCHARG NG AND PUTTI NG

ACI D, BATTERY ACID, OVER AT OLDHAM S GARAGE ON

321 AS VELL AS ON THEI R OAN PROPERTY.

MB. JONES: CORRECT. |'M NOT REALLY

FOR SURE WHY THEY EVEN MADE THE STATE AWARE BY

OBTAI NING A PERM T.

M5. BROMN  WELL, WHEN VVE FOUND THE

RED TRUCK GO NG UP AND DOMN THE ROAD THE ONES OF

US THAT NOTICED IT I S THE ONES THAT CALLED DHEC S

ATTENTION TO I T IS HON THEY FOUND THE BATTERY

ACI D BEI NG DI SCHARCGED | NTO THE DRY CREEK BED.

MB. JONES: COKAY. | GUESS 1984 -- |

@QUESS YOU REMEMBER THE FI RE THAT OCCURRED.

MB. BROM: 1984. YES. THAT' S WHEN

THEY VENT DOMN THERE WHENEVER THE PECPLE

CONSI DERED THEI RSELF BANKRUPT AND TRYI NG TO SELL

SOVE OF THE PROPERTY AND THEY SET THE SHED ON

FI RE.

MB. JONES: CORRECT. AS A RESULT OF

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

THAT THE SHED THAT WAS COVERING | GUESS THE PI'T
AREA WH CH HELD THE SULFURIC ACID -- BECAUSE IT
WAS NOT PROTECTED | T WAS BASI CALLY LEFT OPEN FOR
CONTAM NATED WASTE TO MAKE | TS WAY | NTO THE

SO LS. TO ADDRESS THI S | MVEDI ATE HEALTH AND
ENVI RONMENTAL RI SK POSED BY THE SI TE THREE

ACTI ONS VERE CONDUCTED BY DHEC. THE FI RST
REMOVAL TOOK PLACE IN APRIL OF 1984. AND IT
CONSI STED OF THE REMOVAL OF 10, 000 GALLONS CF
CONTAM NATED WATER AND APPROXI MATELY 100 DRUVB
CONTAI NI NG LI QUI D WASTE.

IN OCTCBER OF 1985 -- AND OF COURSE TH S WAS
AFTER THE SI TE WAS REASSESSED. THE STATE REMOVED
A TOTAL OF 365 TONS FROM THE SI TE OF SO LS WH CH
VEERE CONTAM NATED.

IN 1986 --

MB. BROM: DO YOQU BY ANY CHANCE HAVE
A MAP SHOWN NG WHERE THAT CONTAM NATI ON WAS
REMOVED?

MB. JONES: | HAVE THOSE MAPS BUT |
DON T HAVE THOSE WTH ME.  BASI CALLY THE MAPS
THAT | HAVE ARE JUST ROUGH SKETCHES. | CAN KIND
OF SHOW YOU ABQUT WHERE I T | S USI NG A PO NTER
BASI CALLY FROM THE MAPS THAT WE HAVE SEEN AND
AGAI N THOSE MAPS WERE LI TERALLY HAND DRAWN SO YQU

HANWELL REPORTI NG SERVI CE
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CAN T REALLY CGET AN ACCURATE -- THEY WERE NOT TO

SCALE. BASICALLY IT LOCKED LIKE A LOT OF THE

SO L WAS REMOVED FROM TH S PART OF THE AREA TO

MAYBE -- IT'S KIND OF HARD WTH THE LASER -- TO

MAYBE OVER HERE AND MAYBE DOWN TO HERE. OR JUST

TOSUMIT UP, RIGHT AROQUND THE ASPHALT PAD. THAT

M GHT BE THE EASI EST WAY TO SAY I T.

MB. BROM:  WAS ANY TESTI NG DONE UNDER

THE ASPHALT PAD?

MB. JONES: DURI NG THI S | NVESTI GATI ON?

MB. BROM: YES. DUR NG THAT

I NVESTI GATI ON OR SI NCE.

MB. JONES: NO NMA AM  THERE WAS SOME

DONE DURI NG THE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON CONDUCTED

IN 1992.

MB. BROM:  UNDER THE ASPHALT?

MB. JONES: CORRECT. BUT NOT AT THE

TIME THE REMOVAL WAS DONE. | N 1986 E. P. A

CONDUCTED A PRELI M NARY ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

AND BASED ON THE RESULTS OF THI S ASSESSMENT

E. P. A PROPCSED THE SI TE FOR | NCLUSI ON ON THE

NATI ONAL PRICRITIES LI ST I N JUNE OF 1988. IN

1989 THE PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SI TE WAS FORMALLY

ADDED TO THE NATIONAL PRI ORI TIES LI ST WH CH FROM

NOWON |' LL PRCBABLY SAY NPL ON OCTOBER 4TH,
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1989. IN 1992 E P. A NEGOTI ATED W TH POTENTI ALLY

RESPONSI BLE PARTI ES WH CH FROM NOWON | WLL SAY

PRP'S. AND BASI CALLY WHAT | MEAN ABOUT

POTENTI ALLY RESPONSI BLE PARTI ES, THEY WOULD BE

PARTI ES THAT ElI THER GENERATED THE WASTE CR

TRANSPORTED THE WASTE TO THI S PARTI CULAR SI TE.

HOWEVER, AFTER A SER ES OF NEGOTI ATI ONS THOSE

BRCOKE DOM AND E. P. A, BASI CALLY CONDUCTED THE

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON AND THE FEASI BI LI TY STUDY

VWH CH AT THIS PO NT |I'LL START CALLING IT THE

R/ FS.

BASI CALLY AS YOU PROBABLY ALREADY KNOW A

REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON LI TERALLY IS A SITE

I NVESTI GATI ON WHI CH BASI CALLY GCES QUT, TRIES TO

CHARACTERI ZE THE SI TE SO WE CAN DETERM NE WHAT

THE EXACT NATURE AND EXTENT CF THE CONTAM NATI ON

IS AT THE SITE. WHEN WE CONDUCT CR PERFCRM A

FEASI BI LI TY STUDY KNOWN AS AN FS BASI CALLY THAT

LOCKS AT DI FFERENT ALTERNATI VES ON HOWN WE SHOULD

OR HOWWE CAN CLEAN UP THE SI TE.

AND IN 1992 E. P. A CONDUCTED RI FI ELD

ACTIM TIES AT THE SITE. AND THAT OCCURRED | N

1992. SINCE THEN THE E. P. A HAS GONE BACK QUT TO

THE SI TE I N JUNE OF 1994 AND ALSO JULY 1994.

MR FOGLE: CAN YQU | DENTI FY THE
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PRP'S? | S THAT THE BANK THAT WAS HCOLDI NG THE
MORTGACE FOR THE PROPERTY OR ARE YOU UNABLE TO
| DENTI FY THEM?

MB. JONES: WELL --.

M5. BROM: BECAUSE | LEARNED THAT
AT&T HAD A PART CF IT.

MB. JONES: WELL, | GJESS | M GHT
LEAVE TH S QUESTI ON TO MR ROCGERS.

MR ROCGERS: THE FIVE PRP'S THAT W

VERE TALKI NG TO BACK EARLY ON ARE THOSE THAT HAD

BEEN | DENTI FI ED AS HAVI NG SHI PPED SOME WASTE

THERE.

MR FOGLE: THESE WERE PECPLE WHO

SH PPED WASTE?

MR ROCGERS: YES. THE FACILITY

OPERATORS WERE | N BANKRUPTCY AND THERE WERE OTHER

TH NGS THAT WE COULD NOT DO W TH SOVE OF THOSE

PECPLE. WE VE SINCE -- VELL, TH S WLL COME

LATER, BUT WE BAS| CALLY DO A LI TTLE MORE THORQUGH

PRP SEARCH AS WE FI NI SH UP THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON

AND PURSUE | MPLEMENTATI ON JUST TO ENSURE THAT

VWE VE LOOKED AT ALL AVENUES OF GETTI NG

RESPONSI BLE PARTI ES TO DO THE WORK.  ON THE FRONT

END VE TYPI CALLY DO A QUI CK SURVEY I N CRDER TO
FIGURE QUT WHO S LI ABLE OR WHO S MOST LI KELY
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I N\VOLVED AT THE SI TE, TRY TO NEGOTI ATE W TH THEM
AND | F VE CAN T REACH A CONCLUSI ON VE GO AHEAD
AND DO THE STUDI ES SUCH AS WE VE DONE HERE.
THERE VWERE FIVE AND | DON T KNOW THE NAMES OF
THEM  YVONNE M GHT REMEMBER SOVE OF THEM
THAT' S | N THE PUBLI C RECCRD.

MB. JONES: THAT' S WHAT | WAS
WONDERI NG, | F WE WERE ALLOWED TO - -

MR FOGLE: IT S IN THE RECORD.

MR GRANT: |'MJOHN GRANT. THE
QUESTI ON WAS WHAT BANK HAS A MORTGAGE OVER THERE.
| BELIEVE THAT |'VE SEEN ON A TAX MAP THAT WHAT
BANK WAS INVOLVED. | DON T KNOWIF I CAN CGET MY
HANDS ON THOSE READI LY. BUT | TH NK THAT DI D
HAVE ALL THE PRCPERTY COM NG UP AND DOMN THE
NORTH SI DE, TWD BANKS.

MR ROCGERS: THAT TYPI CALLY -- THOSE
ARE THE KINDS OF RECORDS VWE WOULD USE TO MAKE
SURE VVE HAD A COWPLETE SEARCH | N TRYI NG TO
EVALUATE ALL THE PEOPLE THAT WE SHOULD TRY TO NOW
DEAL WTH TO SEE | F THEY WANT TO COME FCRWARD AND
PARTI CI PATE IN THE CLEAN UP OF THE SITE. IT S
REALLY TWD NMAI N AREAS OF TI ME WHEN WE PURSUE
THAT. BEFORE VEE | NI TI ATE A REMEDI AL
I NVESTI GATI ON AND THEN AFTER WE VE DONE A RECORD
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OF DECI SI ON VE PURSUE HEAT AGAIN TO SEE I F

SOVEBODY WANTS TO STEP I N AT THAT PO NT.

MB. JONES: DO VE NORMALLY OR

TYPI CALLY RELEASE THE NAMES?

MR ROCERS: THEY' RE I N THE RECCRD |

TH NK.

MB. JONES: OKAY. DOES THAT ANSWER - -

BASI CALLY TO SUMVARI ZE THE RI ACTIVITIES E P. A

COLLECTED 86 SO L SAMPLES WH CH 24 OF THOSE WERE

M5. BROM: WAS TH'S THI S YEAR?

MB. JONES: SOVE WERE TAKEN BACK IN

MAY CF 1992. AND ADDI Tl ONAL SAMPLES WERE

COLLECTED IN JUNE OF 1994 AND I N JULY OF 1994.

TWELVE GROUND WATER SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED.

THREE SURFACE WATER SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED.

SOVE ON SI TE AND SOVE WERE DOMNNSTREAM OFF SI TE.

SI X SEDI MENT SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED AND SOME OF

THOSE WERE ALSO ON SI TE AND CFF SI TE.

IN ADDI TION TO THAT, E. P. A, CONDUCTED A

PRI VATE WELL WATER USE SURVEY WTHI N I GUESS

APPROXI MATELY A M LE RADIUS CF THE SI TE.

M5. BROM:  WAS | T | ND VI DUAL VELL

WATERS, THE PECPLE THAT YQU TALKED TO ABOQUT THAT

OR JUST --
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MB. JONES: | NDI VI DUAL VEELL WATERS.

M5. BROM:  WHEN YOU CONDUCTED THE
PRI VATE WELL WATER USE DI D YOU TALK TO
I NDI VI DUALS | N THE AREA OF KOON STCRE ROAD OR YQU
HAD KNOALEDCGE THROUGH THE CI TY THAT SOME OF US
VERE ON CI TY WATER NOWP

MB. JONES: | NDI VI DUALS VERE SPCKEN TO
ON KOON STORE RQAD.

MB. BROM: DO YOU KNOW WHO THOSE
PECPLE WERE?

M5. JONES: | HAVE A LI ST OF THEM
APPROXI MATELY 36 TO 42 PECPLE. AND SOVE WERE
ALSO LOCATED ON W LSON BQULEVARD. AND BASI CALLY
VWHAT VE HAVE IT IS A PART OF THE RECORD WHERE
EACH PARTI CULAR RESI DENT HAD THEIR OMN | GUESS - -

M5. BROM: ALL OF US AT ONE TI ME HAD
OUR VIEELLS UNTI L WE VENT WTH C TY WATER

MB. JONES: THAT' S REALLY WHAT THE
SURVEY - -

MB. BROM: HE WAS TELLING ME THAT H S
WAS STILL OPERATING | WAS TELLING HM MNE IS
NOT BECAUSE THE PUWP | S BRCKE.

MB. JONES: REAL QUICK | CAN SHOW YQU
VWHERE THE SAMPLES WERE TAKEN. BASI CALLY THESE
VERE THE SO L BORI NGS THAT WERE TAKEN.
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MB. BROM: THE BORI NGS VEENT HOW DEEP?

MB. JONES: | TH NK OUR DEEPEST ONE
WAS DOMNN TO ABOUT 58 FEET.

MB. BROM: 58 FEET?

MB. JONES: CORRECT. AND BASI CALLY --

MB. BROM: WELL TYPE BORI NGS?

MB. JONES: CORRECT. THANK YOU.
BASI CALLY | GUESS REAL QU CK WHEN YQU SEE
SOVETHI NG LI KE BH-6 OR BH 4, THAT'S JUST OUR WAY
OF LABELI NG WHAT EACH OF THOSE LOCATI ONS VEERE.

MB. BROM:  THE LI TTLE | NDI CATOR UP AT
THE TOP TELLS WHAT THOSE DI FFERENT THI NGS ARE
THERE.

MB. JONES: CORRECT. BASI CALLY WE USE
TH S TO TRY TO DETERM NE WHAT THE GENERAL | GUESS
GEOLOG CAL FORVATI ON VE HAVE.

MB. BROM: PUT THAT BACK UP THERE A
MNUTE. | WANT TO PO NT QUT SOMETHI NG IN THE
AREA R GHT I N THE BACK OF WHERE THE FENCE 1S
THERE OFF OF THE SCALES, THE FENCED | N AREA
THERE, | N BEHI ND THAT AREA IS THE AREA THAT YQU
HAD ON YOUR OTHER MAP THAT YOU FOUND BEFCRE YQU
GOr TO THAT UNNAMED DRY CREEK BED BACK THERE | S
VWHERE THEY BURNED THE BATTERY CASI NGS. WHAT WAS
FOUND THERE? THERE' S NO BORING THERE. NO SO L
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SAVPLE THERE AT ALL.
M5. JONES: WELL, BASICALLY -- AND |
GUESS | SKIPPED OVER IT A LITTLE BIT. |I'M GO NG
TO SHOW ABOUT FOUR OR FI VE MORE SEGVENTS THAT
WLL SHONVALL OF THE SAMPLES THAT WERE TAKEN
TH'S I'S JUST SHOW NG WHERE THE BORI NGS ERE
TAKEN. BASI CALLY VE VERE THI NKING | F VE TRI ED TO
PUT ALL THE LOCATIONS ON ONE FI GURE | T WOULD
REALLY CROAD | T TO THE PO NT WHERE YOU COULDN T
REALLY SEE.
M5. BROM: ANOTHER QUESTION. THI'S
COVPANY YOU HAVE STATED THAT THEIR ON 1.5 ACRES.
THS IS. BUT THESE PECPLE BOUGHT 20 ACRESS. WAS
THERE ANY TESTI NG DONE | N THE REST OR ANY PARTS
OF THE EXTRA 20 ACRES?
M5. JONES: NO MA AM  THERE VERE
NOT. BASI CALLY WHAT WE WERE CONSI DERING THE SI TE
AS FAR AS THE CONTAM NATED AREA WAS TH'S. REALLY
SOVE OF | T CONCERNING OR SOVE OF | T CONTAI NI NG OR
BEI NG A PART OF THE UNNAMVED TRI BUTARY, A LITTLE
BI T OF DRY FORK CREEK. THERE |'S A DRAI NAGE DI TCH
WHI CH YOU CAN BARELY SEE FROM WHERE YOU ARE
PROBABLY. AND THEN EVERYTHING WTHI N TH S
SQUARE, APPROXI MATE SQUARE.
M5. BROM:  WHEN THEY VENT BANKRUPT
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THEY LOST ALL OF IT, DIDN T THEY? NOT JUST THAT

1.5 ACRES.

MB. JONES: CORRECT. WELL, TYPICALLY

ORI SHOULDN T SAY TYPI CALLY BUT TRADI Tl ONALLY

VWHAT E.P. AL WLL DO WHEN THEY GO QUT TO A SITE

BASED ON PAST | NFORVATI ON OR PAST DATA WHAT THEY

WLL DO OR EVEN WHERE SAY FCR | NSTANCE WHERE THE

MAI N PROCESSCRS WERE, FROM THAT STANDPO NT E. P. A

WLL ACTUALLY GO QUT AND TRY TO CHARACTERI ZE THE

SITE. IF IT LOKS LIKE THE DATA | S LEAN NG

TOMRDS MAYBE A H GHER LEVEL CONTAM NATI ON AS YQU

GO AVAY FROM THE SI TE, THEN WE WOULD CONTI NUE.

VEE WOULD | NCREASE OUR SI TE BOUNDARI ES UNTI L WE

FULLY HAVE DETERM NED THE EXTENT OF THE

CONTAM NATI ON.

M5. BROM THE SO L SAMPLES, THE

VELLS AND WHAT HAVE YOQU ARE ON THE 1.5 ACRES?

M5. JONES: CORRECT. AND SOVE CF

THOSE ARE LOCATED ON THE - -

MB. BROM: ON THE CREED BED AND ON

ACRCSS THE ROAD.

MB. JONES: OKAY. |F YQU D LIKE VE

CAN GO THROUGH THEM

MR ROCERS: GO THROUGH THE REST OF

THEM
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MB. JONES: BASI CALLY, AND I'LL JUsT
SUM TH'S UP REALLY REALLY QUI CKLY SO I CAN SHOW
YOU WHERE THE OTHER SAMPLES WERE TAKEN. WHAT WE
FOUND FROM TAKI NG SEVERAL SO L BORI NGS AND ALSO
VWHEN VEE | NSTALLED THE 12 MONI TORI NG WELLS, JUST
LOCKI NG AT THE OVERALL GEOLOQ CAL PI CTURE, THE
OVERALL AREA SEEMS TO BE A M XTURE OF CLAY AND I
@QUESS SILT. AND SILT BEING THE MORE POROUS. SO
WTH SI LT BEI NG THE MORE PORQUS AND THEN CF
COURSE CLAY LOCATED WTH N TH' S AREA AND THEN CF
COURSE SAND. AND REAL QUICK |'LL GO THROUGH
WHERE THE SURFACE SO L SAMPLES WERE TAKEN.
BASI CALLY THERE WERE 24 SURFACE SO L SAMPLES
TAKEN RANG NG FROM A DEPTH OF ZERO OR FROM 1 TO
12 1 NCHES.

THE REASON WHY VE HAVE SS DASH WHATEVER THE
NUMBER IS VERSUS PR DASH WHATEVER THE NUMBER | S
MAINLY THAT WAS QUR WAY OF DETERM NI NG WHEN THAT
SAMPLE WAS TAKEN. THE SAMPLES LABELED SS DASH
VWHATEVER THE NUMBER WERE TAKEN BACK | N MAY OF
1992. AND THE SAVPLES LOCATED PR DASH WHATEVER
THAT NUMBER | S WERE THE SAMPLES TAKEN LATER TH S
PAST SUMMER

AND AGAIN REALLY THIS IS JUST THE SAME
DRAW NG SHOW THE SUB SURFACE SO L BORI NGS.
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MR H CKS: WHAT WAS DONE I N THE

TESTI NG THAT WAS DONE TH S YEAR?

MR ROCERS: THAT GETS SUMVARI ZED

LATER ON.

MR H CKS: COKAY.

MB. JONES: BASI CALLY THERE WERE 12

MONI TORI NG VELLS | NSTALLED. AND AS YQU NOTI CED

IT S REALLY A CLUSTER OF THREE WELLS I N FOUR

DI FFERENT AREAS. WHAT MAYBE AN | WOULD MEAN CR

AN S WOULD MEAN OR A D WOULD MEAN, S JUST MEANS

ITS A SHALLOVVELL. AND IT'S PRCBABLY DOAN TO

ABQUT APPROXI MATELY 20 FEET. AND | | S CONSI DERED

AN | NTERVEDI ATE VELL WHI CH | S EVEN FARTHER DON.

AND THEN OF COURSE A DEEP WELL CAN GO ALL THE WAY

DOM TO 50, 60 FEET. BASI CALLY WE DO THAT TO TRY

TO GET A FEEL OF WHAT' S HAPPENI NG TO GROUND WATER

AT CERTAI N LEVELS | NSTEAD CF JUST ONE LOCATI ON

VWHERE VVE HAVE ONE DEPTH.

AND CF COURSE THI' S PARTI CULAR FI GURE | S JUST

SHOW NG WHERE THE SURFACE WATER SAMPLES WERE

COLLECTED AND THE SEDI MENT SAMPLES WERE COLLECTED

W TH N DRY FORK CREEK AND THE UNNAMED TRl BUTARY.

SOMETHI NG | WOULD LI KE TO ADD, ONE OF THE

SURFACE WATER SAMPLES WAS COLLECTED I N THE

EVACUATI ON PIT OVER WHERE THE TRUCK SCALES WH CH
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YOU MENTI ONED EARLI ER. BASI CALLY | GUESS DUE TO
OR JUST AS A SAFETY PRECAUTI ON THERE WAS WATER I N
THAT PARTI CULAR PIT. BASICALLY TO SAVEGUARD TO
MAKE SURE THAT WE DI DN T HAVE ANY PROBLEMS E. P. A
VENT QUT AND TESTED THE WATER TO MAKE CERTAIN I T
WASN T CONTAM NATED. BASED ON THE RESULTS OF THE
WATER | T WAS PUVPED QUT AND BACKFI LLED W TH CLEAN
SA L.

M5. BROM: THE CLEAN SO L CAME FROM
VWHERE?

M5. JONES: USUALLY WE'LL BRINGIT IN
AND OF COURSE I T IS TESTED JUST TO MAKE CERTAI N
I T I'S NOTI CONTAM NATED.

MR ROCGERS: | T CAME FROM OFF SI TE.
I T WAS TRUCKED | N.

MB. JONES: WE WOULDN T TAKE | T FROM
THE SI TE | TSELF. BASI CALLY | GQUESS TO ANSVEER
MR H CKS QUESTIQN, BASI CALLY THERE WAS SO L
CONTAM NATI ON AND | T WAS MOSTLY | N THE AREAS
NORTHWEST AND SQUTHEAST OF THE ASPHALT PAD. THE
MAI N CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN WERE LEAD, WH CH WE
FOUND RANG NG FROM 6. 3 PARTS PER M LLI ON TO 6400
PARTS PER MLLION. I N ADDI TION TO THAT WE DI D
HAVE ONE H T CF 1, 2- Dl CHLORCETHANE AT A RESULT OF
. 0076 PARTS PER M LLI ON.
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MB. BROM:  WHY WOULD THEY BE USI NG

THAT?  WHAT WERE THEY DA NG W TH THAT QUT THERE?

MB. JONES: BASICALLY I T'S NORVALLY

NOT NATI VE TO A LEAD BATTERY RECLANMATI ON PRCCESS.

MR ROCERS: THAT'S SUCH A SMVALL

CONCENTRATI ON. | T CQULD HAVE JUST BEEN USED I N

THE SHOP AREA AS A DEGREASER OR SOVETHI NG ELSE.

AN ARTI FACT THAT SHOMNED UP I N SOVE OF THE

SAMPLES.

MB. BROM: AS A DEGREASER YQU SAY?

MR ROCERS: | TH NK THAT'S ONE OF THE

USES CF IT.

MB. JONES: MAYBE TO PUT THHS IN A

LI TTLE BIT OF PERSPECTI VE, WHEN YQU LOCK AT LEAD

VHCHIS 6.3 OR V.E FOUND 6.3 PARTS PER M LLION TO

6400 PARTS PER M LLIQON, CURRENTLY E.P. A HAS A

PROPOSED SCREENI NG LEVEL OF 400 PARTS PER M LLION

VWH CH | S CONSI DERED SAFE AND PROTECTI VE.

BASI CALLY 78 PERCENT OF OUR SAMPLES WERE BELOW

THE 400 LEVEL. AND WE HAVE ONE SAMPLE WHICH I S

THE 6400 AND THEN ANOTHER ONE WH CH WAS 1500

PARTS PER M LLI ON

MB. JONES: | N ADDI TION TO THAT THE

GROUND WATER WAS SAMPLED AND THE 12 WELLS. WHAT

THE CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN THAT WE FOUND OQUT
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THERE WERE CHLOROFROM ARSENI C AND CHROM UM

CHLOROFORM WAS FOQUND AND DETECTTED AT 6 PARTS PER

BILLION. |IT WAS O\NLY DETECTED ONCE QUT CF 12

SAMPLES. ARSENI C WAS DETECTED TW CE AND THE

RANCE WAS FROM 19 PARTS PER BI LLI ON TO 38 PARTS

PER BI LLION. CHROM UM WAS DETECTED SI X TI MES AND

THOSE RESULTS RANGED FROM THREE PARTS PER BI LLI ON

TO 25 PARTS PER BILLION. HOMEVER, O\NLY TWD OF

THOSE SAMPLES WERE CONSI DERED TO BE ABOVE

BACKGROUND.

MB. BROM:  WELL, IS THI S CONSI DERED

THE PORTI ONS OF THE BATTERY ACI D, WHAT WOULD BE

I N BATTERY ACI D NORVALLY?

MR HAYES: CHROM UM COULD BE.

M5. BROM:  MAYBE CHROM UM IS THAT

MJCH, BUT ARSENI C AND CHLOROFORW?

MR HAYES: ARSENIC, NO IS NOT

TYPI CALLY ASSCOCI ATED W TH A BATTERY CRACKI NG

OPERATI ON.  AND THE CHLOROFORM THAT' S A LITTLE

Dl FFI CULT TO EXPLAIN.  YOU WOULDN T EVEN USE THAT

AS A DEGREASER OR SCLVENT AT A SITE LIKE TH S.

SO THAT ONE'S A LITTLE BIT OF A MYSTERY. THE

CHROM UM COULD VERY WELL BE RELATED TO THE

BATTERY CRACKI NG CPERATI ON. BUT THE OTHER TWWO,

THE ARSENI C COULD VERY WELL BE NATURALLY
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OCCURRI NG AS WELL.

MB. BROM:  NATURALLY OCCURRI NG I N THE
SO L OR WHAT?

MR HAYES: YES. ARSENIC IS NOT AN
UNCOWMON SO L COWPONENT. I T'S AN ELEMENT THAT' S
FOUND JUST AS A NATURAL COVPONENT OF SO LS IN
SOVE PLACES. PARTI CULARLY | N THE PI EDMONT VWH CH
I KNOWWE RE SORT OF ON THE BORDER CF THE
PI EDMONT HERE. BUT PI EDMONT SO L SAMPLES OFTEN
CONTAIN A LI TTLE ARSEN C.

MR GRANT: TH S IS JOHN GRANT. WOULD
CHLOROFORM PGSSI BLY BE USED TO START UP SQOVE
EQUI PMENT THEY M GHT HAVE HAD?

MR HAYES: | DON T KNONV | KNOW THAT
THERE ARE -- | DON T KNOW THAT |' VE EVER SEEN
CHLOROFORM USED FOR THAT. NMAYBE YOU HAVE. BUT |
ALWAYS THOUGHT | T WAS SOME SORT OF ETHER THAT
THEY USED.

MR ROCERS: CHLOROFORM IS MORE OF A
PRESERVATI VE. YQU SOVETI MES SEE IT AS A
LABORATCRY ARTIFACT. HERE I T SHOMED UP IN THE
SAMPLE. | T COULDN T BE WRI TTEN OFF AS A
LABCRATCRY ARTI FACT. WE CARRIED I T I NTO THE
DATA. |IT S WELL BELOW ANY HEALTH BASED LEVEL OF
CONCERN | N GROUND WATER
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VMB. BROM: BOTH OF THEM ARE VELL

BELOWP?

M5. JONES: CORRECT. FOR CHLORCFORM

VE HAD SI X AND THE PROTECTI VE LEVEL | S 100. SO

THAT' S 94 PARTS PER BILLION LESS. FOR ARSEN C

OUR HHGHEST H' T WAS 38 AND THE LEVEL WAS 50 PARTS

PER BILLION. AND FOR CHROM UM THE H GHEST H' T

WAS 25 PARTS PER BILLION. AND THE LEVEL FOR THAT

VH CH WOULD BE CONSI DERED PROTECTI VE 1S 100.

MB. BROM: THAT' S E. P. AL STANDARDS?

MB. JONES: THAT' S FEDERAL DRI NKI NG

WATER STANDARDS. | T WAS CONSI DERED SAFE TO HAVE

IN YOUR DRI NKI NG WATER

MR HCKS: [|F YOU CONTI NUE TO DRI NK

TH S WATER WTH THI S 19 PERCENT ARSENI C FOR A

PERICD OF TIME | T WOULD HAVE SOME KI ND OF EFFECT

ON YOU, WOULDN' T I T?

MR ROCGERS: NO THE MCL STANDARDS

ARE BASED ON LONG TERM EXPCSURES. THERE' S BEEN

NO DEMONSTRATED ADVERSE HEALTH RI SK RELATED TO

THOSE LEVELS.

MB. HCKS: My NAME | S LOVOLA HI CKS.

THE 12 WELLS THAT YOU MONI TORED, ARE THEY PRI VATE

RESI DENTI AL VELLS OR DD YOU GO DRI LL THOSE VELLS

YOURSELF JUST FOR THE TESTI NG?
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MB. JONES: THOSE WVERE | NSTALLED FOR

THE PURPCSES OF THE TESTI NG

MB. HCKS: DD YOQU ACTUALLY GO QUT TO

THE RESI DENCE AND CHECK THEI R WELLS TO THE PECPLE

ON KOON STORE RQAD?

M. JONES: CORRECT.

MB. H CKS: DO YOQU HAVE A LI STING OF

THE PEOPLE THAT YOU CHECKED THEI R WATER?

MB. BROM: | HAD ASKED HER THAT

EARLI ER

MR ROCGERS: SHE ASKED DI D YOU SAMPLE

ANY PRI VATE VEELLS.

MB. JONES: NO MA AM

MB. H CKS: YQU DUG YOUR OMN VELLS AND

YOU CHECKED YOUR OM WATER?

MB. JONES: CORRECT. | THINK I'M

HEARI NG UNDERSTANDI NG

MR HAYES: THE WELLS THAT WERE

SAMPLED WERE DRI LLED SPECI FI CALLY FOR THE

I NVESTI GATI ON.

MB. HCKS: SO YQU DODN T GO QUT AND

CHECK THE RESI DENTS OF CONCERN | N THE SURROUNDI NG

AREA?

MR HAYES: NO ALL THAT VE DI D WAS

TO CHECK TO SEE | F THERE WERE WELLS I N USE. NONE
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OF THOSE WELLS WERE SAMPLED.

MB. H CKS: THAT' S WHAT | WANTED TO
KNOW

MR HCKS: SO THE WELLS THAT ARE IN
USE NOWYQU DIDN' T WH CH MEANS THERE S A
PCSSI BI LI TY THEY COULD BE CONTAM NATED ALSO?

MB. JONES: CORRECT. MAINLY --

MR ROCGERS: THAT'S NOT REALLY
CORRECT. THE REASON WE DON T USE PRI VATE VELLS
IS THESE WELLS ARE | NSTALLED W TH VERY SPECI FI C
STANDARDS OF MATERI ALS AND OTHER THI NGS BECAUSE
THE CONCENTRATI ONS YOU RE LOCKI NG AT ARE VERY
SMALL. |F WE GO QUT AND TEST YOUR PRI VATE WELL
VE MAY FIND A HH'T SOVEWHERE | N THESE ACTUAL
NUMBERS, NOT THE MCL BUT THE ACTUAL NUMBERS OF
SOVE MATERI AL THAT WE HAVE NO WAY OF EXPLAI NI NG
BECAUSE WE DON' T KNOW HOW YOUR WELL WAS PUT I N.
| T COULD BE | NTRODUCED BY CONTAM NANTS | N THE
TYPES OF MATERI ALS THAT WERE USED I N THE VELL OR
ANY NUMBER OF OTHER WAYS I T WAS | NTRODUCED | N THE
VELL. WHEN VE DO A STUDY CF A SI TE VEE PUT IN OQUR
OMNN VEELLS THAT WE NO ARE BASI CALLY PRI STI NE CLEAN
TO LOOX AT THE AQUI FER FROM SEVERAL DI FFERENT
LEVELS ARCQUND THE SI TE | N THE PREDOM NANT
DI RECTI ON OF GROUND WATER FLOW AND WE USE THE
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VELLS TO CONFI RM THAT THAT IS THE DI RECTI ON OF
GROUND WATER FLOW  AND I T ALSO TELLS US A
PI CTURE OF WHAT'S UNDER THE SITE. AND I F YQU
KNOW ANYTHI NG ABQUT SUPERFUND SI TES, THERE S A
GREAT DEBATE AS TO WHETHER WE' LL EVER BE ABLE TO
CLEAN UP AQUI FERS THAT ARE CONTAM NATED BECAUSE
IT DOESN T FLUSH OQUT OF THERE CLEAN AFTER I T' S
BEEN THROUGH THERE. SO THE WELLS ON SI TE SHOULD
HAVE SHOM SOVE ELEVATED CONTAM NATI ONS | F THERE
VERE | N FACT A Bl G PROBLEM THAT HAD PASSED
THROUGH AND MOVED CFF SITE. SO TYPI CALLY VE
START ON SI TE AND ARCUND THE SI TE LOOKI NG AT THE
GROUND WATER THERE, SEE |F THERE' S ELEVATED
CONCENTRATI ONS AND THEN VWE WOULD FOLLOW I T QUT.
INTH S CASE WVE DIDN' T FIND ANY. AND I T WOULD BE
EXTREMELY UNUSUAL FOR THOSE NMATERI ALS TO WASH QUT
CLEAN | F THERE HAD BEEN WHAT VWE WOULD CALL A
PLUME I N THE GROUND WATER THAT HAD GONE THROUGH
THE AREA FROM A DI SCHARCGE AT THE SI TE AND THEN
MOVED DOM GRADI ENT. SO IT'S VERY UNLI KELY THAT
YOU HAVE ANYTHI NG I'N YCUR WELLS. BUT WE DON T
RUN QUT AND CHECK - -

MB. BROMN: BEFORE THAT COVPANY VENT
IN DOMN THERE THAT WAS WOODS. A WOCDED AREA
NOW HOW WOULD THAT ARSENI C AND CHLOROFORM GET

HANVELL REPCRTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

I NTO THAT AREA UNLESS I T WAS USED I N THAT AREA?

MR ROCERS: CHLOROFORM I N THAT LOWA

CONCENTRATI ON COULD BE LI KE | SAY ANY NUMBER CF

TH NGS. | T COULD BE LABCRATCRY ARTIFACT. IT

COULD HAVE BEEN | NTRCDUCED I N THE LAB. WE DON T

TH NK SO WE DO RUN CONTRCLLED SAMPLES. BUT THE

ARSENI C, I T CAN BE NATURALLY OCCURRI NG  THE

CHROM UM TO SOME EXTENT CAN SHOW UP NATURALLY.

JUST BASED ON THE WAY WE HAVE TO TAKE THE SAMPLES

VE TAKE THE SAMPLE OF GROUND WATER AND WE CANNOT

FILTERIT. SOIF IT HAS SUSPENDED SEDI MENT IN I T

I T CAN | NTRODUCE ARSENI C H TS AND OTHER THI NGS.

M5. BROM: | SN T CHROM UM CONSI DERED

A HEAVY METAL?

MR ROCGERS: YES. ARSEN C AND

CHROM UM AND LEAD ARE ALL HEAVY METALS.

MR HAYES: JUST A LI TTLE FURTHER,

THESE ARE THE WELLS THAT WERE SAMPLED AS PART OF

THE | NVESTI GATI ON.  AND THESE ARE VEELLS AS JAN

SAl D THAT WERE DRI LLED SPECI FI CALLY FOR THE

PURPOSES OF | NVESTI GATION.  THEY ARE NOT DRI NKI NG

WATER VELLS. THEY WERE NEVER USED FOR DRI NKI NG

WATER WELLS. THEY WON' T EVER BE USED. BUT THESE

VELLS THAT ARE RIGHT ON THE SITE AS JAN SAID, IF

THERE WAS GROUND WATER CONTAM NATION | T WOULD BE

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

I N THESE WELLS BECAUSE THAT' S WHERE THE
CONTAM NATI ON WOULD BE COM NG FROM

MB. BROM: AND THE FLOW OF THE LAND
FALLS THAT VAY ANYWAY.

MR HAYES: R GAT. SOIF WE DON T CET
ANY CONTAM NATION AS WE DIDN' T I N ANY OF THESE ON
SI TE VELLS THEN THE CDDS OF ANY WELL FARTHER AWAY
BEI NG CONTAM NATED | S VERY REMOTE, ALMOST NON
EXI STENT. SO AS JAN WAS SAYING | F WE CHECK ON
SI TE AND VE DON' T GET ANY GROUND WATER
CONTAM NATI ON FROM VELLS THAT VW DRILL ON SITE
SPECI FI CALLY FOR THAT PURPCSE, THEN THERE' S
ALMOST NO CHANCE THAT ANY CFF SI TE WELLS WERE
CONTAM NATED FROM THE SI TE.

MB. JONES: | GUESS | NEED TO CORRECT

MY ANSWER TO YOUR QUESTION. | ANSWERED CORRECT
THAT VW DI D NOT TEST YOUR WELLS BUT WE DI D TEST
VELLS ON SI TE.

MB. H CKS: SO YOU RE TELLI NG ME FROM
1979 TO 1983 WHEN THEY OPERATED AND THEN YQU CAME
ALONG | N 1994 AND 1992 AND TESTED -- WHEN DI D YQU
DI G THOSE WELLS?

MB. JONES: MAY OF 1992.

M. HCKS: SO FROM'79 TO ' 83 WHEN
THEY OPERATED YOU RE TELLI NG ME THAT THE WATER
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COULDN T HAVE TRAVELLED ANY PLACE ELSE, THE SO L

COULDN T HAVE GONE ANY PLACE ELSE, BUT REVAI NED

I N THAT AREA?

MB. JONES: CORRECT. BASI CALLY THE

GROUND WATER FLOW FOR THI' S PARTI CULAR SITE 1S AN

AVERAGE OF LIKE .00 --

M. HCKS: WHERE DD YOU GET TH' S

| NFORVATI ON FROM  WHAT BOCK?

MR ROCGERS: |IT S A CALCULATED NUMBER

FROM ACTUAL SAMPLES THAT WERE DONE.

MB. HCKS: THERE' S NO PLACE | CAN GO

AND LOOX | T UP?

MR ROCGERS: |IT S IN THE RECORDS.

ITSINTHE E P. A RECORD.

M. BROMW:. TH SIS E P.A DHEC DID

HAVE MONI TORI NG VELLS DOAN THERE AT ONE TIME. |

DON T KNOW WHETHER OR NOT THEY' RE STI LL DOM

THERE.

MR ROCERS: AS PART OF THE REMEDI AL

| NVESTI GATI ON VE REVI EWED THE TECHNI CAL DOCUMENTS

THAT ARE | N THE RECORD CENTER  THE REMEDI AL

I NVESTI GATI ON SHOULD SHOW RESULTS FROM ANY G VEN

VELL AND | T SHOULD SHOW ALSO HAVE PROBABLY AN

APPENDI X OF THE CALCULATI ONS CF ESTI MATED GROUND

WATER FLOAS AT THE SI TE.
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MR HAYES: GROUND WATER MOVES VERY
VERY SLOALY.

MB. HI CKS: THE QLD SAYI NG STILL WATER
RUNS DEEP DCESN T APPLY ANYMORE?

MR HAYES: NO THAT'S STILL TRUE

MB. JONES: ANY QUESTI ONS REGARDI NG
TH' S PARTI CULAR SI TE? OKAY. BASI CALLY AS FAR AS
SEDI MENT CONTAM NATI ON, THERE WERE TWD
CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN.  ONE WAS ARSENI C AND
BERYLLI UM  THOSE CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN HOWNEVER
FROM A RI SK STANDPO NT ARE WTHIN E.P. A" S
ACCEPTABLE TARGET RANCE. AND BASI CALLY MR HAYES
WLL GO OVER THAT WTH YOQU MORE | N DEPTH WHEN HE
TALKS ABOQUT THE RI SK ASSESSMENT.

AS FAR AS THE SURFACE WATER CONTAM NATI ON TO

TRY TO GET A FEEL OF WHAT SHOULD BE OQUT AND WHAT
IS NORVAL FOR THAT PARTI CULAR STREAM THERE WERE
NO CONTAM NANTS OF CONCERN VWHI CH EXI STED FOR THAT
AREA.

MB. BROM: YQU DIDN T FIND ANY LEAD
AT ALL I N THAT FI RST CREEK?

MB. JONES: NOT TO THE LEVEL WH CH
WOULD WARRANT CONCERN.

MR ROCGERS: TYPI CALLY YOU WOULDN T
EXPECT THAT BECAUSE THAT IS A DYNAM C ENVI RONVENT
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VWHERE YOQU HAVE THE SITE DIDN T EXI ST AFTER ABOUT
'83. THE DHEC PECPLE VENT IN AND DID A
SI GNI FI CANT REMOVAL IN THE M D ' 80S AND I T REALLY
WAS VERY LI M TED FROM ANYTH NG FROM THE SURFACE
TO ROLL OFF THE SI TE | NTO THOSE STREAMS.

MB. BROWN:  BUT THEY HAD DUMPED | NTO
THAT CREEK?

MR ROCGERS: | KNOW BUT IT WLL WASH

MB. BROMN. LEAD DOESN T THOUGH.

MR ROCERS: WELL, IT'S SOLUABLE
USUALLY. WHERE YOQU WLL SEE IT IS IN THE
SEDI MENT. YOU WON'T SEE I T I N THE WATER BECAUSE
ALL THAT WATER IS JUST WATER FLUSH NG THROUGH
THERE NOW I T WLL PICK UP CONTAM NATI ON OF THE
SEDI MENT BUT YOU GENERALLY WON' T SEE I T IN THE
WATER BECAUSE ALL THE CONTAM NATI ON OCCURRED
VWHAT, TEN YEARS AGO. IT S ALL FLUSHED QUT.

MB. BROMN:  BERYLLI UM ALSO IS A HEAVY
METAL, ISNT IT?

MR ROCGERS: YES. BOTH OF THOSE SHOW
UP FREQUENTLY AT SI TES AND THEY' RE NATURALLY
OCCURRI NG

MB. JONES: BASI CALLY TH' S CONCLUDES |
GQUESS THE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON FI NDI NGS. AT
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TH'S TIME MR BERNIE HAYES WLL BASI CALLY GO
THROUGH THE BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT AND PRESENT
VWHAT THE RI SK WERE CR WERE NOT AT THE SI TE.

MR HAYES: THANK YQU, YVONNE. GOCD
EVENING My NAME | S BERNI E HAYES AS YVONNE SAI D.
| APPRECI ATE YOU ALL COM NG QUT TONI GHT. | BET
YOQU RE STARTI NG TO WONDER WHETHER THEY BROUGHT ME
JUST TO FLI P THOSE SLI DES CR NOT.

I'"M G NG TO TALK A LITTLE BIT ABQUT THE
RI SK ASSESSMENT.  WE THROW THE TERM RI SK
ASSESSMENT AROUND A LOT. SO I'LL G VE YQU A
LI TTLE | NTRCDUCTCRY DI SCUSSI ON ON WHAT WE MEAN BY
SOVE OF THESE TERWVS. RI SK ASSESSMENT IS AN
ATTEMPT TO QUANTI FY THE RI SKS THAT M GHT RESULT
FROM THE CONTAM NATI ON OF THE SITE. WE WANT TO
QUANTI FY THOSE RI SKS SO THAT WE CAN COVPARE THEM
TO THE STANDARDS AND SAFE LEVELS AND MAKE AN
| NFORVED EVALUATI ON OF WHETHER THERE ARE
UNACCEPTABLE PUBLI C HEALTH | MPACTS ASSCCl ATED
WTH THE SI TE OR NOT.

YOQU ALSO HEAR US TALK ABQUT BASELI NE RI SK
ASSESSMENT AS I T'S USED I N SUPERFUNDS. AND WHAT
A BASELI NE Rl SK ASSESSMENT | S IS THE ESTI MATE OF
RI SK TO PUBLI C HEALTH THAT WOULD RESULT | F THE
S| TE WERE LEFT UNREMEDI ATED. IN OTHER WORDS, | F
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VE DIDN T DO ANYTHHNG WTH THE SITE, IF VE DIDN T
MAKE ANY RESPONSE, THE BASELI NE RI SK ASSESSMENT
G VES US AN ESTI MATE OF WHAT THE RI SK TO PUBLI C
HEALTH WOULD BE | N THAT UNREMEDI ATED CONDI TI ON.

AND HOW DO VEE QUANTI FY THOSE LEVELS OF RI SK
VEE ESTI MATE EXPCSURE LEVELS BY | DENTI FYI NG
COVPLETE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS LEADI NG FROM A SOURCE
OF CONTAM NATI ON.  AND WHEN WE' RE TALKI NG ABQUT
SUPERFUND SI TES THAT SCQURCE | S USUALLY THE SI TE
| TSELF TO A PO NT OF HUVAN CR PUBLI C EXPCSURE.
AND THE NEXT SLIDE | HAVE G VES A FEW EXAMPLES OF
SOVE OF THOSE COWPLETE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS THAT WE
NORVALLY LOCK AT.

IF YQU HAVE A SI TE, A SOURCE CF
CONTAM NATI ON, YQU CAN HAVE RELEASES TO GROUND
WATER OF CONTAM NANTS THAT CAN ENTER A VEELL AND
THE PUBLI C CAN BE EXPOSED TO DRI NKI NG WATER FROM
THAT CONTAM NATED WELL. THAT'S A COWPLETE
EXPOSURE PATHWAY LEADI NG FROM THE SI TE TO GROUND
WATER TO THE WELL TO THE PO NT CF PUBLIC
EXPOSURE. IN A SIMLAR MANNER | F THERE ARE
RELEASES OF GASES OR CONTAM NATED DUST FROM THE
SI TE THE WND COULD BLOWIT TO A PO NT WHERE
PECPLE LI VE OR WHERE PECPLE NORVALLY ARE AND
PECPLE COULD | NHALE THAT GAS OR | NHALE THAT
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CONTAM NATED DUST AND CREATE ANOTHER PO NT CF

PUBLI C EXPOSURE. THESE ARE TWD EXAMPLES CF

COVPLETE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS. AND THERE ARE

NUMERQUS COVPLETE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS OTRER THAN

THESE. | MEAN WE TRY TO LOCK AT ALL OF THEM WHEN

VE EVALUATE THE RI SK ASSCCI ATED W TH A SUPERFUND

SI TE.

MB. BROM:  SUCH AS BURNI NG BATTERY

CASI NGS.

MR HAYES: PCSSIBLY. | F THERE WERE

W ND BLON NG TOMRD A HOUSE AND THERE WAS

CONTAM NANTS CREATED YQU COULD BE EXPCSED BY THAT

ROUTE. THAT'S RIGHT. THESE ARE THE PRI NCI PAL

ROUTES OF HUVAN EXPOSURE. YOU HAVE | NHALATI ON,

VWH CH | S THE BREATH NG OF DUST OR VAPCRS,

I NGESTION WH CH | S YOU COULD DRI NK CONTAM NATED

WATER OR GET CONTAM NATED SO L IN YOUR MOUTH.  IN

ADDI TI ON, SOVETI MES AT SI TES THAT ARE NEAR RI VERS

OR STREAVMS AND THE CONTAM NATI ON GETS I N THOSE

RI VERS CR STREAVMS WE LOOK AT THE POSSIBILITY OF

CONTAM NATED FI SH AND PECPLE EATING THE FISH. SO

THERE' S LOTS OF DI FFERENT WAYS BY WH CH | NGESTI ON

CAN OCCUR  DERVAL ABSCRPTION IS ONE THAT YQU

DON T HEAR ABQUT A LOT. THERE ARE A LOT CF

CONTAM NANTS THAT CAN ACTUALLY MOVE THROUGH YQOUR
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SKI'N RELATI VELY EASILY. AND CREATE EXPOSURE I N
THAT MANNER

AND | HAVE A LI TTLE SLI DE ABQUT EACH ONE OF
THOSE REAL QUICK. | NGESTI ON CCCURS THROUGH
EATI NG CONTAM NATED FOOD OR DRI NKI NG CONTAM NATED
WATER. | NCl DENTAL OR ACCI DENTAL | NGESTI ON OF
CONTAM NATED SO L. IN OrHER WORDS, | F SOVEBODY
GOES ON THE SITE BEFORE | T'S CLEANED UP THEY
M GHT CGET SO L ON THEI R HANDS, PUT THEI R HANDS | N
THEI R MOUTH.  THI NGS LI KE THAT. | NGl DENTAL OR
ACCI DENTAL | NGESTI ON OF CONTAM NATED WATER DURI NG
SW MM NG OR BOATI NG CR OTHER RECREATI ONAL
ACTIMTIES. AGAIN, IF THE SITE | S NEAR A STREAM
OR RI VER OR LAKE AND THE WATER BECOMES
CONTAM NATED AND | F PECPLE ARE SW MM NG, BQOATI NG
VWHATEVER | N THAT WATER THEY M GHT GET A LITTLE IN
THEI R MOUTHS AND SWALLOW I T ACCI DENTALLY.
I NHALATI ON AS | SAI D OCCURS THRQUGH BREATHI NG OF
TOXI C VAPCRS, GASES THAT M GHT BE RELEASED FROM
THE SI TE OR | F YOU HAVE CONTAM NATED DUST THAT' S
BLOM FROM THE SI TE YOU CAN BREATH I N THE
CONTAM NATED DUST AS WELL.

AND DERVAL ABSORPTION | THINK IS
INTERESTING AS | SAID, IT OCCURS WHEN
CONTAM NANTS ARE ABSCRBED DI RECTLY THROUGH THE
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SKIN.  YOUR SKIN IS A GOCD BARRI ER AGAI NST WATER

| TSELF AND AGAI NST BACTERI A, | NCRGANI C

CONTAM NANTS, HEAVY METALS AS SOVE OF THE THI NGS

AT TH'S SITE. AND ANYTH NG THAT' S ATTACHED TO COR

ABSORBED THROUGH SO LS, CONTAM NATED SO LS. NOW

YOUR SKIN IS A LESS EFFECTI VE BARRI ER AGAI NST

CERTAI N ORGANI C CONTAM NANTS. BENZENE | S A GOCD

EXAMPLE. WE DIDN T HAVE BENZENE AT TH S SI TE.

BUT AS YOQU KNOW I F YOU GO FILL UP YOUR CAR WTH

GAS THERE ARE WARNI NG SI GNS ON THE PUWMP SAYI NG

DON T CGET THE GASOLI NE ON YOUR HANDS. AvVA D

CONTACT WTH SKIN. THAT' S BECAUSE SOME COF THE

CONTAM NANTS LI KE BENZENE | N GASCLI NE CAN BE

ABSORBED THROUGH YOUR SKI N.

VWHEN VE FI ND OUT WHAT CONTAM NANTS ARE

PRESENT ON THI S SI TE THEN VWE HAVE TO ASSESS THE

TOXI A TY OF THOSE CONTAM NANTS.  AND WE GENERALLY

LOCK AT TWD DI FFERENT EFFECTS. WE LOOK AT

CARCI NOGENI C EFFECTS CR NON CARCI NOGENI C EFFECTS.

CARCI NOGENS ARE CONTAM NANTS WH CH ARE KNOMWN TO

CAUSE OR SUSPECTED OF CAUSI NG THE DEVELOPMENT OF

CANCER

MANY CONTAM NANTS ARE NOT CONSI DERED TO BE

CARCI NOGENI C BUT HAVE OTHER ADVERSE HEALTH

| MPACTS. THEY MAY HAVE TOXI C EFFECTS ON SPECI FI C
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ORGANS BUT DON T LEAD TO THE DEVELOPMENT CF
CANCER. AND THERE ARE CONTAM NANTS WHI CH HAVE
BOTH, CARCI NOGENI C AND NON CARCI NOGENI C EFFECTS.
VWHEN VE DO TOXI CI TY ASSESSMENTS FOR CARCI NOGENS
VE OPERATE UNDER A FAI RLY CONSERVATI VE

ASSUVPTI ON.  AND THAT ASSUMPTI ON | S THAT ANY
EXPOSURE TO A CARCI NOGENI C CONTAM NANT, NO MATTER
HOW SVALL, CARRIES WTH I T A PROPORTI ONAL LEVEL
OF RISK. I N OTHER WORDS, THERE | S NO COVPLETELY
RI SK FREE LEVEL OF EXPOSURE TO A CARCI NOGEN.  ANY
EXPOSURE AT EVEN A VERY LOW RATE OR EVEN A ONE

TI ME EXPOSURE CARRIES WTH I T A CERTAI N RI SK.

NOW THE | MPORTANT TH NG TO REMEMBER FROM THAT | S
NOT THAT ANY EXPCSURE CARRI ES SOME RI SK, BUT THAT
THE R SK | S PROPORTI ONAL TO THE EXPCSURE. | F THE
EXPOSURE IS LOWCR IF IT'S A ONE TI ME EVENT, THEN
YOUR RISK IS VERY VERY LON WVE TRY TO CONTRCL

RI SKS ASSCCI ATED W TH SUPERFUND SI TES TO VERY LOW
LEVELS. E P.A |S REQU RED TO REDUCE THE RI SKS
ASSOCI ATED W TH EXPOSURE TO CARCI NOGENS

ASSOCI ATED WTH SI TES TO LESS THAN 1 TI MES 10 TO
THE MNUS 4. | N OTHER WORDS, THAT'S 1 I N 10, 000.
VWHAT THAT MEANS IS VE TRY TO CONTROL EXPOSURE AT
THE SI TE SO THAT ANY PERSON WHO MAY BE EXPCSED
UNDER THE REMEDI ATED SI TE CONDI TI ONS HAS NO MCRE
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THAN A 1 I N 10,000 CHANCE OF CONTRACTI NG OR
DEVELCOPI NG CANCER AS A RESULT. AND WE USE VERY
CONSERVATI VE EVALUATI ON TECHNI QUES TO COMVE UP
W TH THAT ESTI MATE. SO THAT ESTI MATE | S PROCBABLY
A H GH ESTI MATE. I N FACT, THE R SK ASSCCI ATED
W TH EXPOSURE TO THE SITE ONCE | T'S REMEDI ATED I N
ALL LI KELI HOOD IS VERY MJCH LONER

FOR THE PALMETTO SI TE THI'S MEANS THAT UNDER
THE MOST STRI NGENT EXPOSURE SCENARI O, WHICH |' LL
GET TO IN A SECOND, HEAT WOULD BE RESI DENTS
LIVING ON THE SITE FOR THEI R ENTI RE LI VES OF 70
YEARS, THOSE RESI DENTS SHOULD NOT HAVE A GREATER
THAN A 1 I N 10,000 CHANCE CF DEVELGPI NG CANCER
DUE TO EXPOSURE.

VWHEN WE ASSESS THE TOXICI TY OF NON
CARCI NOGENS THERE' S A LI TTLE BI T DI FFERENT WAY COF
LOCKI NG AT THEM AT LOWNLEVELS OF EXPOSURE IT IS
ASSUMED THAT THERE ARE NO ADVERSE | MPACTS TO
HUVAN HEALTH. I N OTHER WORDS, THERE IS A SAFE
EXPOSURE LEVEL THAT YOU CAN REPEATEDLY EXPERI ENCE
W THOUT ANY ADVERSE HEALTH | MPACT. AND THAT CETS
BACK TO THE QUESTI ON ABOUT ARSENIC. IT IS TRUE
THAT AT THOSE LOW LEVELS YQU COULD HAVE CONSTANT
EXPOSURE TO DRI NKI NG WATER AND NOT EXPERI ENCE ANY
ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECTS. THE DRI NKI NG WATER
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STANDARD CF 50 PARTS PER BILLION IS SET AT A
LEVEL WH CH | S PROTECTI VE AND ASSUMES THAT YQU RE
EXPOSED TO THAT CONSTANTLY. AND THAT THERE WOULD
BE NO ADVERSE HEALTH EFFECT AS A RESULT.

AT SUPERFUND SI TES WE' RE REQUI RED TO REDUCE
NON CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS TO A LEVEL SUCH THAT THE
HAZARD | NDEX IS LESS THAN ONE. THE HAZARD | NDEX
IS JUST A FANCY TERM FOR SAYI NG VE LOCK AT THE
RATI O OF THE EXPCSURE LEVEL THAT PECPLE ARE
EXPERI ENCI NG TO THE SAFE LEVEL. |F THAT RATIO IS
GREATER THAN ONE THEN OBVI QUSLY YOUR EXPCSURE | S
GREATER THAN THE SAFE LEVEL AND VE WANT TO
CONTROL THAT EXPOSURE TO GET | T DOAN BELOW ONE.

OKAY. WE LOCKED AT FQUR PRI MARY EXPCSURE
PATHWAYS AT THE PALMETTO SITE. WE LOCKED AT A
TRESPASSER SCENARI O,  THAT' S THE CURRENT SI TE
CONDI TIONS.  CURRENT SI TE CONDI TI ONS, THERE' S
NOBODY LIVING ON THE SITE. THE PRI MARY RQUTE OF
EXPOSURE CR THE MOST STRI NGENT ROUTE OF EXPOSURE
WOULD BE A TRESPASSER GO NG ONTO THE SI TE I N AN
UNCONTRCLLED MANNER REPEATEDLY.

BUT WE ALSO WANT TO MAKE SURE THAT THE SI TE
IS CLEANED UP SO THAT THE SITE I S SAFE FCR
POTENTI AL FUTURE USES AS WELL. SO WE ALSO LOOKED
AT EXPOSURE SCENARI OS FOR RESI DENTS, FOR CHI LDREN
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AND ADULTS. THE YOUTH RESI DENT EXPOSURE SCENARI O

IS KIND OF A SPECI AL ONE AND |'LL TALK ABOQUT THAT

A LITTLE MORE. USUALLY THE GU DI NG EXPCSURE

SCENARI G5 FOR SETTI NG THE CLEAN UP LEVELS AT

THESE SI TES ARE BASED ON USI NG THE SI TE FOR

RESI DENTI AL PURPCSES | N THE FUTURE. AND VERY

AFTER THE CHI LD RESI DENT BECAUSE CH LDREN ARE

OFTEN MORE SUSCEPTI BLE TO TOXI C EFFECTS. THE

CH LD RESI DENT EXPOSURE SCENARI O | S VERY OFTEN

THE ONE THAT GUI DES THE REMEDI ATI ON AND SETS THE

CLEAN UP GOALS. AND THAT I N FACT WAS THE CASE AT

TH S SI TE

MB. BROM: GO NG BACK TO YOUR

TRESPASSER, 1S | T POSSI BLE THAT THE CONTAM NATI ON

THAT' S DOAN THERE NOW THAT PECPLE DRI VI NG THEI R

CAR ON THAT TARVAC THERE FOR THE PLACE THERE,

EDMOND S, GO NG | N THERE AND COM NG QUT, WOULD

Pl CK UP CONTAM NATI ON?

MR HAYES: |'M NOT SURE WHERE YQU

MEAN.  BUT IT IS PGSSI BLE THAT PECPLE NEAR THE

SI TE M GHT EXPERI ENCE SOVE EXPOSURE. BUT IT' S

UNLI KELY - -

MB. BROMN: |'M TALKI NG ABOUT GO NG ON

THE TARVAC, WALKI NG ON THE TARVAC, DRI VI NG CARS

ON THE TARVAC, WOULD THEY GET EXPCSED TO THE LEAD
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AND THE OTHER - -

MR HAYES: THE TARMAC ON THE SI TE?

MB. BROM:  YES.

MR HAYES: YES. THAT'S PART OF THE

TRESPASSER EXPOSURE SCENARI O AND THE

ASSUMPTI ONS THAT GCES | NTO THE TRESPASSER

EXPOSURE SCENARI O ARE A LI TTLE BIT MORE

CONSERVATI VE THAN SOVEONE WHO M GHT JUST DRI VE

ONTO THE TARVAC AND WALK AROUND ON THE PAVED

AREA. | T ASSUMES THAT PECPLE ARE REPEATEDLLY - -

MB. BROM:  WELL, THEY COVE QUT ON

THAT DI RT, TOO, WHEN THEY WALK QUT THAT GATE.

MR HAYES: THAT' S WHAT THE TRESPASSER

SCENARI O LOCKED AT. | T LOOKS AT PECPLE

REPEATEDLY GO NG ON THE SI TE OVER A LONG PER OD

OF TIME, YEARS AND YEARS AND YEARS.

MB. BROWN. THAT' S BEEN HAPPENI NG DOMWN

THERE.

MR HAYES: THAT' S EXACTLY WHAT THE

TRESPASSER EXPOSURE PATHWAY LOOKS AT. BUT AS

I'LL TALK ABQUT A LITTLE BIT MORE, THE R SK

ASSOCI ATED W TH THAT EXPOSURE SCENARI O | S VERY

LOW AND W THI N WHAT WE CONSI DER TO BE ACCEPTABLE

OR SAFE LIMTS. THE ONLY EXPOSURE SCENARI O

THAT' S CREATED ANY UNACCEPTABLE RI SK WAS THE
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CH LD RESI DENT EXPOSURE SCENARI O

MB. ANDERSON: LI LLIE ANDERSON. 1'VE

WONDERED FROM THE BEG NNI NG WHAT EFFECT | F ANY

DD IT HAVE ON THE ROAD | TSELF ADJACENT TO WHERE

PECPLE DRI VE?

MB. BROM: THE MAI N ROAD.

MR HAYES: | DON T KNOW TO BE HONEST

W TH YQU.

MB. ANDERSON: | T SEEMS LI KE THAT

SHOULD BE LOCKED AT.

MR ROCERS: THERE WERE SAMPLES QUT IN

THE ROADSI DE DI TCH THAT | NDI CATE THAT THERE

WASN T ANY SI GNI FI CANT CONTAM NATION. WV DI D

HAVE A HT WH CH WE COULDN T REPROCDUCE.

MB. ANDERSON:  BECAUSE AS THEY HAULED

THEY SPI LLED AS THEY WENT ALONG ALL THE WAY.

MB. BROM: THE TRUCKS SPI LLED THE

CASI NGS, THE BATTERY ACID. | N OTHER WORDS, THEY

VERE NOT COVERED AND ALL THAT WAS FLYI NG ALONG

THE ROAD. ALL THAT WAS REPCRTED TO DHEC.

MB. ANDERSON:  THEY WAS SPILLI NG ALL

ALONG THERE.

M5. BROM: | T WASN T JUST COM NG FROM

321. IT WAS 21 COM NG I N

MR ROCGERS: | N RELATI VE TERVS THAT
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WOULD BE A VERY SMALL AMOUNT. THAT ROAD GETS
SCRAPED AND DI FFERENT THINGS OCCUR TO | T SUCH
THAT THERE WOULDN T HAVE BEEN NOTI CEABLE
ACCUMULATI ON THAT WOULD HAVE CAUSED THAT KI ND OF
EXPOSURE.

MR HAYES: OKAY. WE LL COME BACK TO
THOSE QUESTI ONS AND THOSE ARE GOCD QUESTI ONS. |
DON T MEAN TO NOT ADDRESS THEM OR ANSWER THEM TO
YOUR SATI SFACTION. WE CAN COME BACK TO THAT
QUESTI O\

M5. BROMN YOU SAID TO ASK QUESTI ONS.
THAT' S WHAT WE RE DO NG

MR HAYES: GOOD. | WANT TO GO
THROUGH THE TRESPASSER AND YOUTH RESI DENT BECAUSE
THEY' RE SOVEWHAT SPECI AL CASES. | N LOCKI NG AT
PATH SI ZE AND LOOKI NG AT EXPOSURE SCENARI OS
ASSOCI ATED WTH THE SITE IN THE PAST IT' S
E.P.A 'S EXPER ENCE THAT THE MOST RESTRI CTI VE OR
THE MOST LI KELY EXPOSURE |'S GO NG TO OCCUR W TH
NOT A CH LD OR AN ADULT. YOUNG CH LDREN BELOW
THE AGE OF 6 ARE NOT LIKELY TO BE ON THE SI TE
UNSUPERVI SED.  ADULTS MAYBE KNOWA LI TTLE BI T
BETTER THAN TO PLAY ARCUND AN | NDUSTRI AL SI TE.
THE HI GHEST LEVELS OF EXPOSURE, THE GREATEST
R SKS UNDER A TRESPASSER SCENARI O OOCUR | N WWHAT
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VE WOULD CALL A YOQUTH OR TEENAGE YEARS. AND THE
PATHWAYS EVALUATED W TH THAT WERE | NCI DENTAL
I NGESTI ON OF SURFACE SO L AND SEDI MENT, DERVAL
ABSORPTI ON FROM CONTACT W TH THOSE CONTAM NATED
SO LS AND SEDI MENTS AND | NHALATI ON OF
CONTAM NATED DUST AND SO LS. WE ALSO LOCKED AT
OUR YOUTH RESI DENT BECAUSE AGAI N SOVEONE LI VI NG
ON THE SITE, A CH LD, IS NOT LIKELY TO ROAM
UNSUPERVI SED AND GET | NTO THE DI TCHES AND CREEKS.
AN ADULD PROBABLY KNOAS BETTER. BUT A YOUTH, A
KID OR A TEENAGER, MAY AT TI MES COME | NTO CONTACT
W TH THE SEDI MENTS | N THOSE CREEKS AND DI TCHES.
AND SO VE WANTED TO MAKE SURE WE COVERED THAT.
SO VEE LOCKED AT A YQUTH RESI DENT SCENARI O WHI CH
I NVOLVED | NCI DENTAL | NGESTI ON OF CONTAM NATED
SEDI MENTS AND DERVAL CONTACT W TH THOSE SEDI MENTS
TO MAKE SURE WE COVERED ALL CQUR BASES.

MB. BROM: ONE QUESTION. MR EARLE
I S HERE TONI GHT AND HI'S CHI LDREN ACRCSS THE
STREET WERE TESTED BY DHEC FOR LEAD WHENEVER THE
BATTERY CASI NGS WERE BURNED. | S I T POSSI BLE THAT
THEY NEED TO BE RETESTED NOWNBY E. P. A, SI NCE THEY
ARE CH LDREN AND YOUNG TEENAGERS?

MR HAYES: WELL, THAT'S A VERY
Dl FFI CULT QUESTI ON TO ANSVER. | WOULDN T WANT TO
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SAY THAT I T WOULDN T DO ANY GOOD TO RETEST THEM
BUT BASED ON THE EVALUATI ON AND THE RI SK
ASSESSMENT THE ONLY CHI LDREN THAT WOULD BE AT ANY
RISK ON TH S SI TE WOULD BE | F THEY ACTUALLY LI VED
ON THE SI TE EVERY DAY AND WERE EXPCSED AND

PLAYI NG ON THE SI TE EVERY DAY. ANY EXPOSURE LESS
THAN THAT IS NOT LIKELY TO HAVE CREATED AN
UNACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF RRISK.  SOWH LE I CAN T SAY
THAT | T WOULDN T BE OF ANY PURPCSE TO HAVE THOSE
CH LDREN TESTED AGAIN CR TO HAVE ANYBODY WHO S
BEEN ON THE SI TE TESTED AGAIN, ALL I CAN SAY IS
THAT | T WOULD BE VERY UNLI KELY THAT THAT TYPE OF
EXPOSURE WOULD CREATE AN UNACCEPTABLE HEALTH

RI SK.  THERE IS SOVE UNCERTAI NTY ASSOCI ATED W TH
HOW LEAD EXPCSURE EFFECTS PECPLE. | T AFFECTS

DI FFERENT PECPLE | N DI FFERENT WAYS AND AT

DI FFERENT LEVELS. SO A LOAER LEVEL OF EXPOSURE
TO A CH LD WHO WAS VERY SUSCEPTI BLE TO THOSE
KINDS OF EFFECTS | T M GHT CREATE A PRCBLEM  BUT
THE LI KELI HOOD OF THAT IS VERY SMALL. AND AGAIN
| HAVE SOVE SLI DES THAT M GHT TALK ABQUT THAT A
LITTLE BIT MORE AS VE GO ON.  AND AGAIN, WE CAN
COME BACK TOIT. BUT AGAIN, THAT' S A VERY GOCD
QUESTION. AND I' M NOT' SURE |' M GO NG TO BE ABLE
TO SATI SFACTORI LY ANSWER ALL YQUR QUESTI ONS ABOUT
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LEAD TOXICI TY AND HOW I T NAY AFFECT DI FFERENT

PECPLE DI FFERENTLY. BECAUSE I T'S NOT SOVETH NG

THAT' S EASY TO UNDERSTAND. | T'S NOT EVEN EASY

FOR ME TO UNDERSTAND.

MB. BROMN:  WELL, WOULDN T E. P. A AS

VELL AS THE NEI GHBCRS BE SATI SFI ED | F THEY WERE

TESTED AGAI N TO MAKE SURE THAT THEY WERE NOT?

MR HAYES: WELL, | THINK THAT' S A

PCSSI BI LI TY THAT WE CAN TALK ABQUT. BUT | CAN T

TELL YOU WHETHER SOMETHI NG NEEDS TO BE DONE OR

NOT. AND THAT' S SOVETH NG WE CAN TAKE BACK W TH

US AND TALK ABQUT WHETHER | TS SOMETHI NG THAT

WOULD BE A GOOD | DEA TO DO AS PART OF THE SI TE

I NVESTI GATI ON.

MB. BROMN: BECAUSE THEY ARE ACRCSS

THE ROAD FROM I T.

MR HAYES: THE ADULT RESI DENT PATHWAY

VE LOOKED AT AGAIN A VERY COWPREHENSI VE EXPOSURE

SCENARI O,  WE LOCKED AT | NGESTI ON OF CONTAM NATED

SURFACE SO LS AND GROUND WATER. | N OTHER WORDS,

ASSUM NG THAT SOMVEBCDY WOULD BUI LD A HOUSE ON THE

SITE, SINK A WELL ON THE SI TE AND DRI NK THE WATER

FROM THAT WELL. WE ADDED DERVAL ABSCRPTI ON FROM

CONTACT W TH THOSE CONTAM NATED SURFACE SO LS AND

| NHALATI ON NOT ONLY FROM CONTAM NATED DUST AND
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SO L BUT FROM THE VOLATI LE CONTAM NANTS THAT

M GHT BE PRESENT | N THE GROUND WATER THAT COULD

BE RELEASED VWH LE SOVEBCODY |'S TAKI NG A SHONER AND

I NHALED WH LE YOU RE TAKI NG A SHONER. SO VEE

TRIED TO BE VERY COVPREHENSI VE | N LOOKI NG AT ALL

THE VAR QUS EXPCSURE PATHWAYS.

AND THE EXPOSURE PATHWAYS FCR THE CH LD ARE

JUST THE SAME BUT THE DI FFERENCE | N HOW VE

EVALUATED THE RI SK ASSOCI ATED WTH A CHILD IS

THAT A CH LD DRI NKS LESS WATER. A CH LD HAS A

LONER BCODY VEIGAT. AND SO IS LIKELY TO BE MCRE

SUSCEPTI BLE. AND THE TOXI C END PO NTS OR THE

LEVEL AT WHI CH TOXI C EFFECTS ARE EXPERI ENCED BY A

CH LD GENERALLY TEND TO BE LONER FOR MOST

CONTAM NANTS. SO EVEN THOUGH THE PATHWAYS

EVALUATED ARE THE SAME, A LOT OF THE NUMBERS THAT

VEENT | NTO THOSE CALCULATI ONS FOR A CHI LD ARE

Dl FFERENT THAN THEY ARE FOR AN ADULT.

ALL RIGAT. A LOT OF CONTAM NANTS WERE FOUND

IN THE SAMPLES AT PALMETTO. THERE WERE FOUR

ORGANI CS FOUND I N El THER SURFACE SO LS OR GROUND

WATER, ETC. YVONNE ALREADY MENTI ONED SHE GOT.

BUT SAMPLES WERE FOUND TO HAVE HAD SOME OF THESE

OTHER CONTAM NANTS IN THEM ALSO A FAIRLY LARCE

NUMBER OF METALS WERE FOUND. THE THI NG TO
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REMEMBER ABQUT TH S | S THAT WHEN WE RAN THESE

CONTAM NANTS THRQUGH THE RI SK ASSESSMENT NONE OF

THEM CREATED ANY THREAT TO HEALTH OR ANY

UNACCEPTABLE RI SK W TH ONE EXCEPTI ON.  AND THAT

EXCEPTI ON AS YQU M GHT EXPECT WAS LEAD. EVEN IN

THE GROUND WATER AS YVONNE PO NTED QUT, VVE DIDN' T

FI ND ANY LEAD ABOVE DRI NKI NG WATER STANDARDS.

THERE WAS ONE SAMPLE THAT WAS A LI TTLE BIT H GH

BUT WHEN WE VENT BACK AND RESAMPLED THAT WELL A

COUPLE MORE TI MES VE DIDN T FI ND ANYTHING  BUT

THE LEAD ASSOCI ATED W TH THE SURFACE SO LS

CREATED AN UNACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF RI SK FOR THE

CH LD RESI DENT EXPOSURE SCENARIO SO WE' LL TALK

ABQUT THAT A LITTLE BIT.

OKAY. THE PRELI M NARY CONCLUSI ONS FROM THE

Rl SK ASSESSMENT WERE THAT UNDER CURRENT EXPOSURE

CONDI TI ONS UNDER THE TRESPASSER S| TUATI ON THERE

I S NO UNACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF RISK. THE

UNACCEPTABLE RI SK ASSOCI ATED W TH POTENTI AL

FUTURE EXPOSURE SCENARI OS5 | S DUE EXCLUSI VELY TO

CONTAM NATED SO LS. AND THE R SK LEVELS ARE

ASSOCI ATED W TH POTENTI AL EXPCSURE TO LEAD. THE

OTHER CONTAM NANTS AND THE OTHER MEDI A DI D NOT

CONTRI BUTE SI GNI FI CANTLY TO ANY UNACCEPTABLE

Rl SK.
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TH S IS THE SUWARY OF THE HEALTH EFFECTS OF
LEAD. AND THERE IS A HANDOUT ON THE BACK TABLE,
A FACT SHEET, ABQUT THE HEALTH EFFECTS. | T GCES
INTO A LITTLE BIT MORE DETAIL. EXPCSURE TO H GH
LEVELS OF LEAD CAN CAUSE SEVERE BRAI N DAMAGE AND
KI DNEY DAVAGE. CERTAINLY NOTHI NG LI KE THE LEVELS
OF EXPCSURE VW HAVE AT TH S SITE. THAT WOULD BE
PERHAPS | NDUSTRI AL EXPCSURE | N AN UNCONTROLLED
SI TUATI ON.  CERTAI NLY THOSE KI NDS OF LEVELS ARE
NOTHI NG LI KE WHAT VW WOULD FIND AT TH S SI TE.
THERE | S SOVE EVI DENCE TO SUGGEST THAT LOAER
LEVELS OF EXPCSURE MAY CAUSE | NCREASES | N BLOOD
PRESSURE I N MEN ALTHOUGH | THINK THERE S A LOT OF
TH NGS THAT CAUSE | NCREASED BLOCD PRESSURE | N
M DDLE AGED MEN. | KNOW THAT | HAVE THAT
PROBLEM  VERY H GH LEVELS NMAY ALSO EFFECT MALE
REPRCDUCTI VE SYTEMS. EXPOSURES OF PREGNANT WOVEN
CAN RESULT I N PREVATURE Bl RTH, LOW Bl RTH WEI GHT
OR EVEN M SCARRIACE. AND TH S | S THE | MPORTANT
ONE, THI' S LAST ONE. LEAD EXPOSURES | N | NFANTS
AND YOUNG CHI LDREN CAN SHOW DECREASED | Q SCORES,
RETARD PHYSI CAL GROMH AND CAUSE HEARI NG
PROBLENMS.

NOW LEAD IS A BAD ACTOR THERE IS NO
QUESTION ABQUT IT. AND THERE' S BEEN A LOT COF
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RESEARCH ON THE EFFECTS OF LEAD. THAT' S ONE
REASON FOR THOSE OF YOU WHO ARE OLD ENQUGH TO
REMEMBER WHY LEAD GASOLI NE WAS PHASED QUT, WHY
LEAD PAI NTS ARE NO LONGER USED. ALL THAT WAS AS
ATTEMPT TO REDUCE THE PUBLI C S EXPOSURE TO LEAD
BECAUSE OF THE ADVERSE AND | N SOME CASES SEVERE
HEALTH EFFECTS OF LEAD. SO VE DON T WANT TO
UNDERESTI MATE THE POTENTI AL HEALTH EFFECTS OF
LEAD. IT IS A REAL PROBLEM

OKAY. THIS 1S -- THE WAY THAT WE EVALUATE
THE EFFECTS OF LEAD ON THE PUBLI C OR ON HUVAN
HEALTH IS BY MEANS OF THI S LEAD UPTAKE BI OKI NETI C
MODEL. AND THAT' S JUST A FANCY TERM FCR A
COVPUTER PROGRAM THAT G VEN THE EXPOSURE LEVELS
OF LEAD AT A SITE PREDI CTS THE AVERAGE BLOCD
CONCENTRATI ONS OF LEAD I N CH LDREN AGE 0 TO 6
YEARS.

THE RESEARCH THAT HAS BEEN DONE REGARDI NG
TOXI C EFFECTS OF LEAD HAS SHOM THAT THE
NEUROTOXI C EFFECTS, THOSE LOW I Q SCORES, OTHER
CENTRAL NERVQUS SYSTEM EFFECTS, MAY OCCUR AT
BLOOD LEAD LEVELS AS LONV AS TEN M CROGRAMS PER
DECALITER TH S IS JUST A MEASUREMENT TOOL THAT
THE MEDI CAL PROFESSI ON USES TO MEASURE
CONCENTRATI ONS I N BLOCD.  THE NUMBER 10 IS WHAT
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TO REMEMBER. AND E.P. A 'S GOAL | S TO ENSURE THAT
BASED ON THI S Bl OKI NETI C MODEL, BASED ON THI S
COVPUTER PROGRAM THAT 95 PERCENT OF EXPOSED

CH LDREN AT THE SI TE HAVE BLOOD LEAD LEVELS LESS
THAN TH S RELATI VELY SAFE LEVEL OF 10 M CROGRAMS
PER DECALI TER SO THE | MPORTANT THI NG TO TAKE
AWAY FROM THI' S SLIDE IS THAT WE WANT TO CONTRCL
BLOOD LEAD LEVELS TO BELOWTEN. WE WANT TO MAKE
SURE THAT NO MORE THAN FI VE PERCENT OF THE
EXPOSED PCPULATI ON WOULD BE PREDI CTED TO HAVE
LEAD LEVELS ABOVE THAT. AND THAT THI S MODEL IS
USED TO PREDI CT THOSE BLOOD CONCENTRATI ONS IN
CH LDREN.

THI S IS A GRAPH SHOW NG THE RESULTS CF THAT
MODEL, OF THAT COVPUTER PROGRAM NOW THI' S LI NE
IS TEN M CROGRAMS PER DECALI TER, THE LEVEL AT
VH CH VVE WANT TO CONTRCL EXPCSURE. WHAT THI S
LI NE | NDI CATES | S THE PERCENTAGE OF CHI LDREN THAT
WOULD HAVE A d VEN CONCENTRATI ON OF LEAD I N THEIR
BLOOD UNDER EXPCSURES TO SI TE CONDI TIONS.  NOW |
KNOWTH S CAN BE A LI TTLE CONFUSI NG BUT WHAT
TH S GRAPH MEANS IS TH S PEAK HERE | S THE AVERACE
BLOOD LEVEL CONCENTRATI ON OR THE MOST FREQUENT
BLOOD LEVEL CONCENTRATI ON THAT WOULD RESULT AS AN
EXPOSURE TO THE SI TE.  AND THAT NUMBER IS ABQUT
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5.6 M CROGRAMS PER DECALI TER, WH CH | S WELL BELOW

THE 19. WHAT THI S GRAPH ALSO SHOAS | S THAT ABOUT

10. 6 PERCENT OF THE CH LDREN WHO ARE EXPCSED AT

TH S SI TE WOULD HAVE BLOCD LEAD LEVELS ABOVE TH S

SAFE LEVEL CF 10. AND UNDER E. P. A, QU DELI NES

AND UNDER E. P. A, PROTOCCOLS THAT' S CONSI DERED AN

UNACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF RISK. WV WANT TO CONTRCL

THAT TO BE LESS THAN 5 PERCENT. SO IN ORDER TO

DO THAT WE HAVE TO REDUCE THE LEAD AT THE SI TE.

IN TH S GRAPH WERE SHI FTED BACK TH S WAY SO THAT

LESS OF IT WERE ON THE RIGHT OF TH'S LINE CF 10

PERCENT THEN I T M GHT BE THAT THE PERCENT WOULD

BE 5 PERCENT AND THE SI TE WOULD BE CKAY. BUT

SINCE IT IS GREATER THAN 5 PERCENT THAT' S

CONSI DERED AN UNACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF RI SK FOR

CH LDREN EXPOSED TO LEAD AT THE SITE AND I T'S THE

BASI S FOR QUR PRCPCSAL TO REMEDI ATE SURFACE SA LS

AT THE SI TE.

THE CLEAN UP LEVEL FOR LEAD, WH CH YVONNE

HAS ALREADY MENTI ONED, | S PROPOSED AT 400

M LLI GRAMS PER KI LOGRAM  THAT' S BASED ON AGENCY

QU DANCE. TH S IS JUST AN | NTERNAL GUI DANCE

DOCUMENT THAT WAS DEVELOPED TO HELP PECPLE LI KE

YVONNE AND ME CHOOSE THE RI GHT CLEAN UP LEVEL.

AND THAT LEVEL OF 400 M LLI GRAMS PER KI LOGRAM | S
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DESI GNED TO MEET THE GOAL OF 95 PERCENT BLOOD
LEVELS LESS THAN 10 M CROGRAMS PER DECALI TER

THE CURRRENT SO L LEAD CONCENTRATI ONS
AVERAGE 528 M CROGRAMS PER KI LOGRAM  SOVE OF THE
SAVPLES VERE MUCH H GHER AS YVONNE SAID.  AND
THAT AVERAGE LEVEL 1S 32 PERCENT GREATER THAN THE
PROPCSED CLEAN UP LEVEL OF 400 M LLI GRAVB PER
KI LOGRAM

THE | MPORTANT TH NG TO REMEMBER | THI NK FROM
LOOKI NG AT THI'S | NFORVATI ON |'S THAT EVEN UNDER
CURRENT SI TE CONDI TIONS A CHI LD LIVING ON THE
SI TE WOULD NOT BE LI KELY TO HAVE BLOCD LEAD
LEVELS THAT EXCEED THE SAFE LEVEL. BUT A CERTAIN
PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN M GHT. AND BECAUSE OF
THAT POSSI BI LI TY WVE WANT TO MAKE SURE THAT VEE
REMEDI ATE THE SI TE SO THAT THAT LI KELI HOOD 1S
VERY, VERY SMALL.

I'LL TAKE A COUPLE QUI CK QUESTIONS. BUT IF
YOU DON' T M ND WE LL LET YVONNE DO THE REST OF
HER PRESENTATI OON AND THEN ANSWER QUESTI ONS I N
GENERAL AT THE END.

MR EARLE: OKAY. M QU CK QUESTION

I'S YOU RE SAYI NG ABOUT CHI LDREN LI VI NG ON THE
SITE. HOW MANY FEET WOULD A CHI LD HAVE TO LI VE
BEFORE | T''S CONSI DERED LI VI NG OFF SI TE?
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MR HAYES: WELL, WHEN WE SAY LI VI NG

ON SI TE WVE MEAN THAT | F SOVEBCDY BU LT A HOUSE

AND THE CH LD LI VED I N THAT HOUSE AND WAS | N THAT

YARD EVERY DAY COM NG AND GO NG UNDER NORVAL

CONDI TI ONS AND THAT | NCLUDES AS | SAI D DRI NKI NG

WATER FROM A VEELL ON THAT SITE. | T I NCLUDES ALL

THE OTHER EXPCSURE PATHWAYS BASI CALLY. THE ONE

THAT REALLY CREATES THE PRCBLEM | S THE

CONTAM NATED SO L. BUT | TH NK THAT A CH LD THAT

DCESN T LIVE RIGAT ON THE SITE IS NOT GO NG TO

EXPERI ENCE THE SAME LEVEL OF EXPOSURE AS A CH LD

VWHO LI VES SAY ACRCSS THE STREET OR NEARBY | F FOR

NO OTHER REASON THAN THE HOUSE | TSELF IS LI KELY

TO HAVE DUST IN IT AND I S CONTAM NATED W TH LEAD

AND | S MORE LI KELY TO HAVE THAT KIND OF PROBLEM

IFITS RGAT ON THE SITE AS CPPCSED TO SQVE

DI STANCE AVAY.

MB. BROM:  YQU RE TALKI NG ABOUT THE

DUST. NORVALLY WE HAVE SOUTHWEST W NDS WHI CH

WOULD BLOW TO THE NORTH, NORTHEAST. BUT HERE

LATELY WE VE HAD NORTH NORTHEAST W NDS THAT WOULD

BLOW THAT DUST ACRGCSS | NTO THE AREA OF

MR EARLE S AND THE OTHER PECPLE LI VI NG ACRCSS

THE ROAD. THAT CONTAM NATED DUST WOULD BE BLOWN

I NTO THEI R YARD | NTO THEI R HOUSE.
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MR HAYES: YES

MB. BROM: THAT' S WHY | ASKED YQU THE
FIRST TIME WOULDN T | T BE OF | NTEREST FOR THE
E.P. A TO HAVE THOSE CH LDREN RETESTED AND PECPLE
OVER 65 RETESTED I N THAT AREA?

MR HAYES: WELL, AGAIN, I'LL JUST
REPEAT THAT THAT MAY BE A GOOD IDEA. | DON T
WANT TO TELL YOU THAT WE' RE GO NG TO DO SOVETHI NG
OR NOT DO SOMETH NG W THOUT GO NG BACK AND
TH NKI NG ABOUT | T AND TRYI NG TO MAKE A DECI SI ON
ABQUT WHAT' S THE BEST THING TO DO SO I T MAY BE
A GOOD | DEA.  AND THAT' S EXACTLY THE KI ND COF
TH NG THAT WE NEED TO DO

MB. BROWN. BECAUSE YQU STOOD THERE
AND STATED THAT WE DO HAVE LEAD CONTAM NATI ON
THERE.

MR HAYES: BUT THE | MPORTANT THI NG TO
REMEMBER |'S THAT TYPE OF EXPCSURE, W ND BLOM
EXPOSURE OF DUST, |'S GO NG TO BE MJCH LESS THAN A
CH LD WHO I S LI VI NG AND PLAYI NG ON THE SI TE EVERY
DAY FOR THE FIRST SI X YERAS OF ITS LIFE. | THNK
THAT' S AGAIN -- I T HELPS ANSWER YOUR QUESTI ON.
TH S | S BASED ON EFFECTS FOR CH LDREN 6 YEARS AND
YOUNGER. THAT' S THE CRI Tl CAL EXPOCSURE SCENARI O
I KNOW THAT TH NGS ARE A LITTLE BI T DI FFERENT | N
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THE COUNTRY THAN THEY ARE I N ATLANTA, BUT | STILL
WOULD TH NK THAT A CHI LD THAT YOUNG | S NOT LI KELY
TO WANDER ACRCSS THE STREET AND QUT OF I TS YARD
AND ONTO AN | NDUSTRI AL SI TE VERY CFTEN AT LEAST
UNTI L THEI R PARENTS WERE TO FIND QUT ABCQUT | T AND
TRY TOREIN THEMIN A LITTLE BIT. BUT THAT' S
DI FFERENT FROM SQOVEBODY WHO S LI VING ON THE SI TE
AND A CH LD PLAYING IN THE YARD EVERY DAY. SO IF
THE EXPOSURE ASSOCI ATED W TH LI VI NG ON THE SI TE
I S UNACCEPTABLE BUT SOMVEWHAT WAS CLOSE TO BEI NG
ACCEPTABLE, WTHI N FI VE PERCENT CF BEI NG
ACCEPTABLE, THAN A CHI LD LI VI NG ACROSS THE STREET
THAT YOUNG WHO S NOT ON THE SI TE EVERY DAY | S NOT
LI KELY TO BE EXPERI ENCI NG THE SAME EXPOSURES.

MR EARLE: WELL, MY CONCERN WAS
BECAUSE FROM ' 83 TO THE TI ME THE PLANT CLOSED
THESE PECPLE OPERATED BETTER THAN TEN HOURS A
DAY. AND WHEN THEY HAD THOSE CONVEYCR BELTS
RUNNI NG AND WHEN THE W ND WAS BLOANNG |' M QUI TE
SURE THERE WAS DUST AND THI NGS I N THE AIR FOR THE
DURATI ON THE PLANT WAS OPEN. SO | MEAN WOULDN T
THAT BE SOVEWHAT DI FFERENT BASED ON THE FI NDI NGS
OF WHAT YQU FI NDI NG ON THE SI TE RI GHT NOWP

MR HAYES: | T WOULD BE DI FFERENT.
AND THE PROBLEM W TH THAT IS AND THERE LI KELY WAS
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EXPOSURE OCCURRI NG AS A RESULT OF THAT. THE
PROBLEM W TH THAT | S VE DON T HAVE ANY WAY TO TRY
TO MEASURE OR ESTI MATE WHAT THOSE EFFECTS VEERE.
MR EARLE: THEN FOR CLARI FI CATI ON THE
PO NT | WAS SAYI NG ABQUT WHAT YOU WERE SAYI NG
ABQUT AS FAR AS THE GROUND CONTAM NATI ON NOW
VWH CH | CAN UNDERSTAND BUT I T STILL DOES NOT TELL
ME BASI CALLY WHAT WAS HAPPENI NG IN THE TI ME ' 83
LIKE I SAID, WH CH WOULD AFFECT THE CHI LD AND
COULD, PCSSIBILITY. 6 YEARS OLD. THEN | CAN
LOK AT IT ON THE OTHER HAND AND SAY WELL, M
LI TTLE DAUGHTER BORN I N 1978 DURI NG THE TI ME THE
SI TE WAS | N OPERATI ON.
MR HAYES: YOQU RE RIGHT. THAT' S A
VERY GOOD PO NT. AND THE ONLY THI NG | CAN TELL
YOQU | S EXPOSURE MAY HAVE OCCURRED | N THOSE
PERI ODS. AND THERE' S NO WAY FOR US TO MEASURE
THAT NOW OR EVEN TO TRY AND ESTIMATE I T. AND SO
VWE RE LOOKI NG AT THE SITE AS THE WAY I T | S NOW
AND LEAVI NG | T UNREMEDI ATED AND ASSESSI NG THE
RI SKS THAT WOULD RESULT. | DON T THI NK -- AND
TH S 1S A QUESTI ON THAT COMES UP AT SI TES A LOT.
VWHAT ABOQUT THE PERI CD WHEN | T WAS | N OPERATI ON.
VWHAT ABOQUT THE PERI CD BEFORE. AND UNFORTUNATELY
THERE' S JUST NO REAL WAY FCR US TO ANSVER THOSE
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QUESTI ONS FOR YQU SI NCE THOSE TI MES ARE PAST.
THERE' S NO WAY FOR US TO GATHER THAT EVI DENCE AND
MAKE ASSESSMENTS.

MR EARLE: ONE FINAL QUESTION. YQU
DI D MENTI ON SOVETH NG ABOUT THE PCSSIBILITY OF
CANCER.  WHAT IS THE LI KELI HOOD OF SOMEONE
GETTI NG CANCER AS FAR AS DURI NG THAT PARTI CULAR
TIME OR DO THEY HAVE TO BE EXPCSED SAY FOR A
PERI CD CF TEN YEARS OR DO YOU KNOW ANYTHI NG ABQUT
THAT?

MR HAYES: WELL, THERE IS NO CLEAR
EVI DENCE THAT LEAD | S A CARCI NOGEN. LEAD HAS
VERY SERI QUS EFFECTS I N OTHER WAYS. CENTRAL
NERVQUS SYSTEM EFFECTS AND SOMVE OF THE OTHERS
THAT | MENTIONED. THERE I'S NO CLEAR EVI DENCE
THAT LEAD IS A CARCINOGEN. SO | GUESS THE ANSVER
TO YOUR QUESTION IS WE WOULD NOT EXPECT TO SEE
CANCER AS A RESULT OF LEAD EXPOSURE. NOW THE
ONLY OTHER CONTAM NANT THAT WAS MENTI ONED | N THE
RI SK ASSESSMENT CR WAS CARRI ED THROUGH THE RI SK
ASSESSMENT THAT HAD ANY SI GNI FI CANT LEVELS AND
M GHT BE A CARCINOGEN | S THE 1, 2- DI CHLORCETHANE.
AND | T WAS FOUND AT SUCH LOW LEVELS THAT THE R SK
ASSOCI ATED W TH THAT IS I NFI NI TESI MALLY SMALL.
AND | DON T THI NK THAT YOU WOULD EXPERI ENCE ANY
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SI GNI FI CANT RI SK FROM A LI FE TI ME OF EXPOCSURE TO
SO LS AT THOSE LOW LEVELS.

MB. H CKS: WHAT DO YOU CONSI DER A
NORVAL LI FE TI ME?

MR HAYES: WE USE 70 YEARS. |IF |
MAKE I T THAT LONG | WLL BE GREAT.

MR EARLE: THE REASON | ASK THAT
QUESTION I' M NOT' SAYING | T WOULDN T HAVE ANYTHI NG
TO DO WTH THAT BUT BY YQU HAVI NG CANCER | N YOUR
PRESENTATI ON AND THEN | CAN LOOK AT THE SI TUATI ON
FROM MY WFE WHO HAS | T I N 1988 AND I ASK VELL IS
THAT A PCSSIBILITY RIS IT NOr A PGCSSI Bl LI TY?

MR HAYES: | SEE WHAT YOU MEAN. LET
ME ANSWER THAT TWO WAYS. THE FIRST THING I S W
LOCKED AT TH' S SI TE UNDER VERY STRI NGENT AND
CONSERVATI VE EXPOSURE SCENARI OS5, VEE DIDN' T FI ND
ANY CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS UNDER THE CURRENT
CONDI TIONS.  NOW | KNOW THAT DOESN T ADDRESS
VWHAT M GHT HAVE GONE ON IN THE PAST. SO FOR WHAT
THAT' S WORTH.  THE OTHER THI NG THAT |'LL SAY IS
THAT SINCE VVE DIDN' T FI ND ANY CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS
AT THS SITE IT M GHT HAVE BEEN BETTER | F | HAD
NOT TALKED ABQUT CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS AND RAI SED
THOSE QUESTIONS.  ON THE OTHER HAND VE TRY TO BE
AS COWPLETE AS PCSSI BLE WHEN WE TALK ABOUT RI SKS
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ASSOCI ATED WTH THE SI TE AND TO BE HONEST THAT' S
JUST PART OF THE SHOW I T S PART OF THE REGULAR
PRESENTATI ON | MAKE TO TALK ABOUT CARCI NOGEN C
RI SKS. SO MAYBE | N THE FUTURE WHEN THERE ARE NO
CARCI NOGENI C RI SKS ASSCCI ATED WTH THE SITE | NAY
PARE THAT PART OF THE TALK BACK A LITTLE BIT. SO
IF YQUDON T MND | F YOU HAVE ANY OTHER QUESTI ONS
VWE RE GO NG TO HAVE A QUESTI ON AND ANSVEER SESSI ON
AT THE END AFTER YVONNE DCES THE REST OF HER
PRESENTATI ON.  AND | ' LL STILL BE ARCUND. THANK
YQU.

MB. JONES: OKAY. AS MR HAYES STATED
EARLI ER 400 M LLI GRAMS PER KI LOGRAM VWHICH | S THE
SAME AS 400 PARTS PER M LLION AND |'LL USE PARTS
PER M LLION BUT THEY' RE THE SAME THI NG JUST
ANOTHER TERM ANOTHER PERSON. | S THE REMEDI ATI ON
LEVEL FOR THE SO L, SURFACE SO L AT THE SITE.
BASED ON THI S DETERM NATI ON E. P. A. BASI CALLY VEENT
THROUGH AND LOOKED AT THE RESULTS OF THE DATA
PRESENTED TO US OR GATHERED FROM EACH OF THESE
SO L SAMPLES AND DETERM NED OR TRI ED TO DETERM NE
THE EXTENT OF LEAD CONTAM NATI ON AT THE SI TE.
BASED ON THE DATA WE APPROXI MATED THAT PROBABLY
OR VEE AT LEAST HAVE 1100 CuUBI C YARDS COF
CONTAM NATED SO L AT THE SI TE THAT NEEDS TO BE
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REMEDI ATED DOMN TO THE SAFE LEVEL COF 400 PARTS

PER M LLI ON.

MB. BROM: THE SHADED AREA | S WHAT

YOU RE TALKI NG ABQUT NOWP

M. JONES: CORRECT.

MB. BROM: BOTH SHADED AREAS?

M. JONES: CORRECT.

M5. BROM: ALL RIGHT. PART OF THAT

IS THAT ON TOP OF THE TARVAC THERE ON THAT LOT?

MB. JONES: YES, MA' AM

M5. BROM: WAS | T TESTED UNDER THE

TARVAC DOMN AT THAT AREA?

MB. JONES: WELL, WE TESTED AT -- IF

YOU CAN ACTUALLY TELL IT, PR-04, PR-03 AND PR-02.

MB. BROWN.  BUT THAT WAS JUST ON THE

TARVAC, WASN T | T?

MB. JONES: CORRECT. WELL, BASICALLY

VWHAT VE DI D WAS WE BORED DOM THROUGH THE

ASPHALT.

MB. BROM: YQU DI D BORE DOWN THROUGH

THAT.

MB. JONES: CORRECT. THE LEVEL THAT

YOU KNOW JUST THAT | CAN REMEMBER FOR THI' S

PARTI CULAR ONE HERE WAS 675. THE LEVEL TAKEN AT

THE SO L SAVPLE LOCATI ON NUMBER 8 WH CH REALLY

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

LOCKS LIKE IT'S ON THE TARVAC BUT ACTUALLY IT' S

OFF. THAT PARTI CULAR RESULT WAS 425 OR 475.

M5. BROM: | N OTHER WORDS, 400 PARTS

PER BI LLION | S CONSI DERED SAFE?

MB. JONES: PARTS PER M LLION,

CORRECT.

MB. BROM: |S CONSI DERED SAFE?

M. JONES: CORRECT.

M5. BROM:  AND YOU RE SAYI NG THAT

OVER THERE ON THE RI GHT ON THE SO L AREA YQU

FOUND FOUR HUNDRED AND WHAT?

MB. JONES: 25. I N OTHER WORDS, WE RE

WANTI NG TO TAKE ALL AREAS THAT HAVE SO L

CONTAM NATI ON ABOVE 400 AND REMEDI ATE THOSE AREAS

DOM TO 400. 400 PLUS.

MB. BROM: AND THEN THE FRONT AREA

THERE WHERE THE TANK USED TO SI'T, YOU FOUND WHAT

THERE?

MB. JONES: BASI CALLY VE VERE GO NG ON

SAMPLE LOCATI ON PR-01. AND WHAT VVE FOUND THERE

WAS 675.

MB. BROM:  THAT' S WHERE THEY PUMPED

THE BATTERY ACID QUT OF THE SUMP UP | NTO THAT

HOLDI NG TANK.

MB. JONES: CORRECT. WH CH WOULD MAKE
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SENSE WHY WE WOULD FIND A LEVEL ABOVE 400 THERE.

MB. BROM: WAS WAS THAT SUWP TANK

THEN UNLI NED RI GHT THERE?

MB. JONES: R GHT HERE OR RI GHT THERE?

MB. BROWN. BETWEEN THE BU LDI NG WHERE

YOU CALL THE WORK SHED.

MB. JONES: OKAY. OVER HERE?

M5. BROM: YES. | N THERE WHERE THE

SUWP TANK WAS LOCATED. WAS | T UNLI NED?

MB. JONES: | T WAS AN ASPHALT PAD

THERE BUT AT ONE Tl ME THE SUMP TANK WAS UNLI NED.

IT WAS LI TERALLY AN UNLINED PIT.

M5. BROM: DI D YOU NOT CHECK THAT

AREA?

MB. JONES: BASI CALLY WE CHECKED THE

AREA HERE AND WE BASI CALLY USED PR-01 TO TRY TO

ESTI MATE TO SEE | F THAT AREA WAS CONTAM NATED.

VWHAT WE LOCKED AT I N LOOKI NG AT THE ASPHALT PAD

THERE WAS SEVERAL AREAS ON THE ASPHALT PAD WHERE

THERE WAS ACTUALLY | GUESS WHAT | WOULD CALL

STRESSED AREAS. WHAT | MEAN BY STRESSED AREA | F

THERE WAS A SPILL OR I F THERE EVER WAS A SPI LL

THERE | F THERE WERE ACTUALLY CRACKS I N THE

ASPHALT | T WOULD MAKE I T FAIRLY EASY FOR THE

CONTAM NATI ON TO FLOW DO TO THE SO L.
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MB. BROM: AND THE TARMAC IS NOT LIKE

ASPHALT. I T'S POROUS TO THE SENSE | T COULD HAVE

EVENTUALLY YEARS TO COVE WOULD LEACH THROUGH.

MB. JONES: CORRECT. WHI CH IS WHAT WE

FOUND IN TH S AREA, | N THESE AREAS.

M5. BROM: IS TH S AREA, WHAT WERE

YOUR FI NDI NGS THERE?

MB. JONES: BASI CALLY VE HAD A H'T COF

6500 PARTS PER M LLI ON.

MB. BROM: THAT' S WHERE THEY BROUGHT

THE TRUCKS | N AND DUMPTED THE BATTERI ES

SUPPCSEDLY UNDERNEATH THAT SHED.

MB. JONES: OKAY. IN TH S AREA HERE |

TH NK | T WAS AROUND 525 JUST OFF THE TOP OF WY

HEAD.

MB. BROM: THAT' S WHERE THEY HAD

WOCDEN CRATES THAT THEY HAD THE GROUND UP BATTERY

CASI NGS I N.

MR ROCGERS: ALL OF THOSE DATA PO NTS

ARE | N THE ACTUAL RECORD. | THI NK ONE PO NT

YVONNE TRI ED TO EMPHASI ZE EARLI ER WAS MOST COF THE

SAMPLES CAME | N BELOW THAT NUMBER

MB. JONES: THE MAJORI TY OF THEM WERE

UNDER 400.

MR ROCGERS: AND | F THERE WERE ANY
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RESI DUALS FROM DUVPI NG AND THAT SORT OF THI NG
FROM LI QUI DS | N BATTERI ES AND THAT SORT CF THI NG
YOU WOULD SEE I T WELL ABOVE THOSE LEVELS. WHAT
VE SAW THROUGHOUT THE SI TE | S RELATI VELY LOW
CONCENTRATI ONS.  PARTI ALLY BECAUSE THERE ALREADY
WAS A CLEAN UP DONE THERE. WE HAVE | DENTI FI ED
SOVE THI NGS THAT FOR THE MOST PART ARE SLI GHTLY
ABOVE OUR CLEAN UP GOAL COF 400. THEREFORE WE ARE
PROPCSI NG TO GO QUT AND DO SOVE REMEDI ATI ON
DEALING WTH THAT. TH SIS -- THE SKETCHED IN
AREA | S BASI CALLY AN APPROXI MATI ON AND GQUESS OF
THE ACTUAL AMOUNT OF CONTAM NATED SO L BECAUSE AT
TH S STAGE VE DON T HAVE ENQUGH SAMPLES TO
TOTALLY QUANTI FY THAT. BUT WE DON T REALLY NEED
TO AT THS PONT. WHEN WE GO IN THERE TO TRY TO
ACTUALLY REMEDI ATE I T YOU COULD FURTHER QUANTI FY
THOSE STATI ONS BETWEEN SAMPLE PQO NTS TO DETERM NE
JUST WHERE DO YOU HAVE CONTAM NATI ON ABOVE THE
400 AND DEAL W TH THE EXCAVATI ON AND REMOVAL OR
VWHATEVER THE REMEDY HAPPENS TO BE. THERE' S ONLY
TWDO SAMPLES THAT WERE ELEVATED AND ONE OF THOSE
COULDN T BE REPRCDUCED.

MB. JONES: CORRECT. WHICH WAS THI S

MR ROCGERS: BUT | N RELATI VE TERVB
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THERE' S A VERY LI GHT CONTAM NATI ON LEFT AT TH S
SI TE BASED ON ALL THESE SAMPLE PO NTS. AND
THEREFORE YVONNE' S GO NG TO GO | NTO SLI DES
TALKI NG ABOUT CONSI DERATI ONS CF DI FFERENT WAYS TO
DEAL WTH THI S SI TE AND REMEDI ATE I T. AND AFTER
VE ACTUALLY SIGN THE RECORD CF DECI SI ON WE' LL DO
SOVE FURTHER ANALYSI S TO FI GURE QUT EXACTLY WHAT
SHOULD BE TAKEN QUT AND DEALT WTH AS WE REMEDY
IT.

MR EARLE: | HAVE ONE QUESTION. |
TH NK | HEARD EARLI ER THESE PECPLE OANED 20
ACRES, RI GHT?

MB. BROM: R GHT.

MR EARLE: AND MY QUESTION IS THAT
EVERYTH NG THAT YOU HAVE DONE HAS BEEN DONE
AROUND ABOQUT THE FI RST ONE PO NT SQOVE ACRES
ARCUND THE FRONT. THESE PECPLE HAVE BEEN GO NG
APPROXI MATELY TWD AND A HALF M LES TO OLDHAM S
GARAGE AND DUWPI NG ON THE BACK OF H S PROPERTY.
NOW | F THEY OMN 20 ACRES | F THEY WERE THAT
DEVIQUS TO DO I T ON SOVEONE ELSE S PROPERTY WHY
WOULD THEY NOT GO FURTHER BACK | N THOSE WOODS AND
DUWP I T ON PRCPERTY THAT THEY OMN?

MB. BROM:  THAT' S WHY | ASKED HAD
THEY TESTED BACK THERE.

HANWELL REPORTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR ROCGERS: WELL, THAT' S PROBABLY

TRUE FOR THE WHOLE NORTHWEST SECTCR OF COLUMBI A

VWHAT BASI S DO YOU USE TO GO QUT AND LOOK FOR

NEEDLES I N A HAYSTACK? | F THERE S | NFORVATI ON

THAT HE WAS DUMPI NG SOVEWHERE ELSE USUALLY PECPLE

AROUND THERE KNOW WHAT HE WAS DO NG WHEN HE WAS

OPERATI NG YQU SHOULD GET THAT | NFORMATI ON TO US

SO VEE CAN PURSLE THOSE TIPS, THERE' S NOTHI NG I N

THE RECORD THAT | NDI CATES THERE WAS ANY REASON TO

BELI EVE HE VENT QUT AND DI D ANYTHI NG ON THE OTHER

PARTS COF THE ACRES THAT HE OANED.

MR EARLE: WELL, YOU CAN HARDLY SEE

H MIN THE RED TRUCK AND ASK H M WHERE HE S

G0 NG?

MR ROCGERS: YES. THAT'S WHAT |I'M

SAYI NG THAT' S A WHOLE UNI VERSE. AND THERE WOULD

BE NO WAY COF | DENTI FYI NG WHERE TO START TO LOCK

FOR IT. |F THERE WERE SOVE KNOALEDCE THAT

SOVETHI NG ELSE WAS GO NG ON YQU CAN PASS THAT

BACK TO US AND WE CAN PURSUE I T. BUT THE RECORD

AND STATE ACTIVITIES WTH THE STATE AND ANYTHI NG

ELSE FROM THE H STORY OF THE SI TE WOULD | NDI CATE

THAT H' S OPERATI ONS AT THE SI TE DEALT WTH THE

| MVEDI ATE AREA THAT WAS | NVESTI GATED. AND YES

MAYBE HE DI D SOVMETH NG OFF SITE. |F YOQU d VE US
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MORE | NFORVATI ON AS TO THAT WE LL SEE THAT THAT' S
LOCKED | NTQ,

MR HAYES: THERE' S ONE OTHER THI NG
YOU M GHT WANT TO REMEMBER ABQUT BATTERY CRACKI NG
OPERATI ONS.  WE HAVE A LOT OF SUPERFUND SI TES
THAT ARE BATTERY CRACKI NG CPERATI ONS. THEY WERE
CONDUCTI NG THE OPERATI ONS TO RECLAI M THE LEAD.
SO THE ACTUAL LEAD PLATES THEY DIDN T DI SPCSE CF.
THAT' S WHAT THEY WANTED TO RESELL. THE WASTE WAS
ASSOCI ATED W TH THE SULFURI C ACID AND THE LI QUI D
THAT THEY POURED QUT CF IT. AND AT MOST BATTERY
CRACKI NG SI TES AND APPARENTLY AT THI S ONE, TOO,
THEY JUST DUMPED THAT RI GHT THERE WHERE THEY
CRACKED THE BATTERIES. THERE WASN T ANY PO NT IN
TAKI NG THAT WASTE BACK I N THE WOCDS AND POURI NG
I T QUT BECAUSE THEY WERE POURING I T QUT R GHT
THERE AT THE SITE. SO WH LE IT | S PGSSI BLE THAT
THEY CONDUCTED SOME DI SPOSAL CPERATI ONS
ELSEWHERE, IF TH S SI TE WAS LI KE MOST BATTERY --

M. BROMW:. |IT ISN T PCSSI BLE. THEY
DD IT. THEY WERE CAUGHT DA NG I T.

MR HAYES: |F TH S SITE IS LI KE MOST
BATTERY CRACKI NG OPERATI ONS THOUGH, THE REAL
PRCBLEM I S THE WASTE ACI D THAT THEY DUMPED RI GHT

ON THE SI TE.
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MB. BROM: WELL, DHEC CAME TO My
HOME. WE RE BACK I N THAT PROPERTY. ON THEIR
PROPERTY W THQUT THEI R KNOALEDGE TO SEE | F THERE
WAS ANY PGCSSI Bl LI TY THAT THEY HAD DUMPED BACK
THERE.

MR ROCGERS: TYPI CALLY | F THEY WERE TO
HAUL OFF THESE CASI NGS YOU SHOULD HAVE SEEN
EVIDENCE. AS YQU SAID HE DUWPED I T RI GHT THERE.
IT WAS JUST DUVPED I N THE CREEK CR I T WAS
CONTROLLED IN SOME PIT AND DEALT WTH AT A LATER
PO NT. IN THAT BUSI NESS THE LEAD IS PULLED QUT
AND RECYCLED. THEY' RE SENT OFF SITE. ALL
THEY' RE DO NG |'S CUTTI NG CPEN BATTERY CASI NGS AND
DRAINING THE LI QU D QUT AND DUMPING I T I N THAT
AREA.  THE WASTE WAS CONTRCLLED TO SOME EXTENT BY
SOVE TANKS. THE BI GGEST BULK OF WHAT IS LEFT IS
THE CASINGS. THOSE PILE UP AND YQU HAVE TO DO
SOVETHING WTH THEM  YQU RE SAYI NG THEY BURNED
THEM

MB. BROM: THEY GROUND THEM UP. AND
HELD THEM FOR A WH LE. BEFORE THEY DI D THAT WHEN
DHEC CAUGHT THEM OR AT LEAST WHENEVER | CARRI ED
THE SAMPLE TO DHEC TO SHOW THEM THAT THEY WERE
BURNI NG DOMN THERE ON THE PROPERTY.

MR ROCGERS: THE ONLY THI NG THEY WOULD
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BE BURNI NG WAS THE CASI NGS. LATER AS THEY TR ED
TO CONTROL THE OPERATI ON WHI LE THEY WERE PURSU NG
PERM TTI NG THEY PUT THAT I N THE TRUCK AND WERE
TAKI NG | T SOVEWHERE.

M5. BROM: AND BEFORE THEY TOXK I T
OVER THERE THEY WERE PUTTING I T UP IN THAT BI G
LONG TANK SI TTI NG ON THE QUTSI DE BECAUSE THEY
VERE GETTI NG MORE THAN THE SUMP TANK WOULD HOLD.

MR ROCGERS: | T S ALSO CONCEI VABLE
I T'S NOI BEYOND THESE PECPLE TO GO QUT AND JUST
DUW IT IN THE SEVER

MR EARLE: ANOTHER QUESTI ON | KNOW CF
THE RED TRUCK AND | KNOW THE RED TRUCK HAS PASSED
BY M\vy HOUSE. IT S A NCE SIZED TRUCK. |F YQU RE
GO NG TO TAKE SOMETH NG AVWAY FROM YOUR PLACE AND
DUWP I T QU TE FRANKLY YOU D HAVE THE WOCDS RI GHT
THERE. | TS THEIR PROPERTY. YQU COULD NOT SEE
VWHAT WAS GO NG ON BEHI ND THEI R PROPERTY.

MR ROCGERS: A LOT OF TH NGS COULD BE
BACK THERE. THERE' S A ROAD BACK | NSI DE THE
PROPERTY.

M5. BROM: IS I T POSSI BLE THAT E. P. A
WLL DO ANY TESTI NG ON THE REST OF THAT ACREAGE?

MR ROCERS: WE WOULDN T WANT TO
COMWM T TO THAT RIGHT NOW WE' RE TRYI NG TO DEAL
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WTH TH'S SITE, THE KNOMW SITE. | THNK IF VW

HAD SOME CONFI RVATI ON - -

MB. BROM:  YQU WERE TALKI NG ABOUT

TRYING TO TURN I T I NTO A RESI DENTI AL AREA OR

SOVETHI NG THAT WOULD BE FEASI BLE FOR USE. WHAT

WOULD SAY THAT THAT OTHER PART OF THE ACREACE I S

NOT CONTAM NATED, TQOO?

MR ROCERS: ALL WE RE SAYING I S WE' RE

USI NG CLEAN UP STANDARDS BASED ON POTENTI AL

FUTURE USE OF RESI DENTIAL. WVE DON T KNOW WHAT' S

GO NG TO HAPPEN TO THAT PROPERTY. WE HAVE NO

INTEREST IN I T OTHER THAN TO CLEAN | T UP TO WHAT

VE FEEL | S A PROTECTI VE LEVEL FOCR A REALISTIC

FUTURE USE SCENARIQ | T DOESN T MEAN I T WLL

EVER BE USED FOR RESI DENTI AL.

MB. BROM: PROBABLY WON T.

MR ROCGERS: LET'S LET YVONNE FI NI SH

AND VW' LL BE MORE THAN HAPPY TO TALK TO YQU

AFTERWARDS ABOUT ANY OTHER CONCERNS OR ANY OTHER

TH NGS YOU M GHT HAVE.

MB. JONES: TYPI CALLY DURI NG THE

FEASI BI LITY STUDY WVH CH | WLL CAUSE THE FS FCR

THE DURATI ON OF THE MEETI NG NORVALLY LOOKS AT

SEVERAL ALTERNATI VES | N ORDER TO REMEDI ATE

CONTAM NATI ON AT THE SITE. E P. A LOOKED AT
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THREE ALTERNATI VES. AND THE REASON FOR THAT WAS

ONE THE AMOUNT OF CONTAM NATI ON ON THE SI TE WAS

CONSI DERED LOWN I N OTHER WORDS, USUALLY | F YQU

HAVE APPROXI MATELY 2, 000 CuBI C YARDS COF SO L THEN

YOU KNOW YQU LL PROBABLY LOOK AT LEAVING IT ON

SITE. AND IN TH S CASE WE RE ESTI MATI NG THAT WE

HAVE APPROXI MATELY 1100 CUBI C YARDS CF SO L. THE

THREE ALTERNATI VES THAT WERE LOOKED AT WERE THE

FI RST ALTERNATI VE BEI NG NO ACTI ON WHI CH WOULD

LI TERALLY BE DO NG NOTH NG~ AND BECAUSE CF THAT

VE WOULD BE LEAVI NG CONTAM NATI ON ON THE SI TE.

BECAUSE WE ARE LEAVI NG CONTAM NATI ON ON THE SI TE

VE D HAVE TO DO LONG TERM MONI TORI NG OF THE SO L

AND GROUND WATER.  AND THAT LONG TERM MONI TORI NG

BEI NG 30 YEARS. AND OF COURSE TH S I S THE COST

ASSOCI ATED W TH DA NG NOTHI NG

MB. BROM: E P. A WOULD BE

RESPONSI BLE FOR THE LONG TERM CHECKI NG OF THE

MONI TORI NG VELLS OR WHATEVER?

MB. JONES: CORRECT. AND AGAIN, YQU

WOULD BE LEAVI NG CONTAM NATION ON SITE. THE

SECOND ALTERNATI VE TO BE CONSI DERED WAS LI M TED

ACTI ON WH CH WOULD CONSI ST OF DEED RESTRI CTI ONS

ON THE SITE, PUTTING UP A FENCE AND OF COURSE

BECAUSE WE ARE LI TERALLY STI LL LEAVI NG

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE
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CONTAM NATI ON ON THE SI TE WE' D HAVE TO DO LONG

TERM MONI TORI NG OF THE SO L AND GROUND WATER FOR

APPROXI MATELY 30 YEARS. AND AS YQU CAN SEE, THE

COST ASSOCI ATED W TH EI THER ONE OF THOSE |'S LESS

THAN MAYBE $800, 000. | N OTHER WORDS, THE ONLY

TH NG YOU RE DO NG I N TH S PARTI CULAR ALTERNATI VE

I'S PUTTING UP A FENCE AND CF COURSE PUTTI NG DEED

RESTRI CTI ONS ON THAT SO THAT I T COULD NOT BE USED

AS RES| DENTI AL.

THE TH RD ALTERNATI VE WHI CH E. P. A.

CONSI DERED WAS EVACUATI ON AND OFF SI TE DI SPOSAL

TO El THER A NON HAZARDQOUS LANDFI LL OR A HAZARDQUS

LANDFI LL. BASI CALLY | F THE CONTAM NATI ON WAS

REMOVED OFF SI TE YOU WOULD NOT HAVE TO DO

LONG- TERM MONI TORI NG OF THE SO L BECAUSE YQU HAVE

REMOVED THE SCURCE LI TERALLY. HOWEVER, TO ENSURE

THAT WE ARE STI LL BEI NG PROTECTI VE OF THE GROUND

WATER WH CH WAS THE CONCERN EARLI ER E. P. A WOULD

STILL MONI TOR THE GROUND WATER ON AN ANNUAL BASI S

FOR FI VE YEARS. BAS| CALLY THE REASON WHY WE HAVE

TWO DI FFERENT COSTS IS | F THE WASTE W NDS UP

GO NG TO A NON HAZARDQUS LANDFI LL THAT COST WOULD

BE APPROXI MATELY $241, 000. |F THE WASTE WAS TO

GO TO A HAZARDQUS LANDFI LL -- I N OTHER WORDS ONCE

VE --
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MB. BROM: WHERE DO VEE HAVE A
HAZARDOUS LANDFI LL?

MB. JONES: THE ONE THAT WE LOCKED AT
| THI NK WAS | N DORCHESTER |' M NOT SAYI NG THAT' S
VWHERE TH S WOULD GO.  WHAT WOULD HAPPEN | S -- AND
THAT' S VHY VWE HAVE AN El THER/ OR HERE. BASI CALLY
VWHAT WVE DO WHEN WE GO QUT TO THE SI TE VE W LL
BASI CALLY TEST THE SO L TO SEE IF IT'S CONSI DERED
HAZARDOUS CR NON HAZARDOUS. BASI CALLY THERE ARE
CERTAI N REQUI REMENTS AND CERTAI N LEVELS THAT WE
HAVE TO OBTAIN AND THAT LEVEL WLL DETERM NE
WHETHER OR NOT I T WLL GO TO A HAZARDOUS OR NON
HAZARDQOUS LANDFI LL.

THE COST ASSCOCI ATED WTH IT GO NG TO A
HAZARDOUS LANDFI LL IS $940, 000 AND THE REASON FOR
THAT | NCREASE 1S VE WOULD NOT BE TREATING I T ON
SITE. BUT OF COURSE IN CRDER FOR I T TO GO TO
THAT HAZARDOUS LANDFI LL THEY WOULD HAVE TO TREAT
I T THERE FOR PROPER DI SPCSAL.

E.P. A BASICALLY USES NINE CRITERIA IN
EVALUATI NG THE DI FFERENT ALTERNATI VES. THE FI RST
TWDO CRI TERI A ARE WHAT W WOULD CALL THE THRESHOLD
CRITERIA.  BASI CALLY THAT CONSI STS OF THE OVERALL
PROTECTI ON OF HUVAN HEALTH AND THE ENVI RONMENT | N
COVPLI ANCE W TH APPLI CABLE AND RELEVANT AND
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APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS. THESE TWD ARE THE MOST
| MPORTANT | N THAT THEY ARE TO ENSURE THAT THAT
PARTI CULAR REMEDY | S BEI NG PROTECTI VE OF THE
PUBLI C HEALTH AND THE ENVI RONMVENT. BASED ON THE
EVALUATI ON, ALTERNATI VE 1 AND ALTERNATI VE 2 VERE
RULED QUT. ONE BECAUSE ALTERNATI VE 1 WE WEREN T
GO NG TO LI TERALLY BE DA NG ANYTH NG ON THE SI TE.
VE DO HAVE LEVELS ABOVE 400 PARTS PER M LLI ON
VWH CH AS MR HAYES STATED BEFCRE THAT | S
CONSI DERED VERY UNSAFE. AND TWDO, ALTERNATI VE 2,
EVEN THOUGH WE WOULD BE PUTTI NG UP FENCES AND
DEED RESTRI CTI ONS VW WOULD STI LL BE LEAVI NG
CONTAM NATED WASTE ON SI TE. ALTERNATIVE 3 | S
PROTECTI VE OF THE ENVI RONVENT AND PUBLI C HEALTH.
E. P. A. ALSO USED WHAT VW WOULD CALL
BALANCI NG CRITERIA.  WE LOOK AT THE COSTS, HOW
EASY IT IS TO | MPLEMENT | T, THE SHORT TERM
EFFECTI VENESS, THE LONG TERM EFFECTI VENESS. [IN
OTHER WORDS, IS IT GO NG TO BE PERVANENT CR IS I T
SOVETHI NG THAT WE' RE GO NG TO HAVE TO COVE BACK
AND CHECK ON AND | F THERE S STILL A PROBLEM STI LL
DO SOMETHI NG | N ADDI TI ON TO THAT WE ALSO LOOKED
AT THE REDUCTION CF TOXICI TY, MOBILITY AND THE
VOLUMVE THROUGHOUT THE TREATMENT. AT THI'S TI ME
E. P. A. HAS USED THE FI RST SEVEN OF THE NI NE
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CRI TERI A TO EVALUATE THOSE ALTERNATI VES. THE

OTHER TWD CRI TERI A CONSI ST OF THE STATE

ACCEPTANCE WHI CH IS CONSI DERATI ON OF THE STATE' S

OPI NI ON OF THE PREFERRED ALTERNATI VE AND THE 9TH

CRITERIA 1S COWUN TY ACCEPTANCE WHICH IS THE

CONSI DERATI ON OF PUBLI C COMVENT ON THE PROPOSED

PLAN VWHI CH |' M SURE MANY OF YOU RECEI VED IN THE

MAI L.

BASI CALLY E. P. A’ S PREFERRED ALTERNATI VE | S

ALTERNATI VE 3 WHI CH CONSI STS CF EXCAVATI ON AND

OFF SI TE DI SPOSAL WHI CH | NCLUDES EXCAVATI ON COF

SURFACE SO LS DOM TO A LEVEL OF ONE FOOT. AND

AGAIN AS | STATED BEFORE AND | GUESS WHICH | WAS

SHOW NG THE AERI AL MAP OF THE EXTENT OF LEAD

CONTAM NATI ON WE WOULD BE LOOKI NG AT THOSE AREAS

TO REMEDI ATE THEM DOMN TO A LEVEL OF 400 PARTS

PER M LLI ON.

AGAIN AT TH'S TI ME WVE DO NOT KNOW WHETHER OR

NOT IT WLL BE -- WHETHER THE WASTE W LL BE SENT

TO A NON HAZARDOUS WASTE LANDFI LL OR A HAZARDQUS

WASTE LANDFI LL. AT THE TI ME THAT WE ACTUALLY GO

QUT AND EXCAVATE THE SO L WLL BE TESTED. AND

DEPENDI NG ON THAT NUMBER -- | N OTHER WORDS, |F

YOU KNOWTHE SO L OR LEACHABI LI TY OF THE SO L

EXCEEDS 5 PARTS PER M LLI ON FOR LEAD -- AND I

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

@QUESS | SHOULD BACK UP. I N OTHER WORDS, |F YQU
HAVE SO L AND YQU HAVE SO L | GUESS W TH LEAD
CONTAM NATION WTHIN SO L. WHAT LEACHABI LI TY
MEANS |'S JUST THE ABI LI TY OF LEAD TO LEACH
THROUGH THE SO L FARTHER DOAN AND JUST BE MOBI LE
AND LEACH TO GROUND WATER THAT' S REALLY WHAT
LEACHABI LI TY MEANS.

AND | GUESS AT THI'S TI ME THAT WOULD CONCLUDE
| GUESS QUR ALTERNATIVES. | GUESS NOWIS A GOOD
TI ME FOR QUESTI ONS.

MB. ANDERSON:  |' M JUST WONDERI NG VWHY
THEY OPENED THE GATE THERE.

MB. JONES: WHY THEY OPENED THE GATE?

VB. ANDERSON:  YES.

MB. BROM: WHY THE GATE 1S OPEN NOW

MR NEILSEN. | T S BEEN OPEN FOR ABQUT
THREE WEEKS. | THOUGHT SOVEONE WAS | N THERE
WORKI NG OR SOVETHI NG BECAUSE THE GATE 1S ALVWAYS
CPEN.

M. JONES: | DONT THHNK SO | DON T
TH NK WE' VE BEEN ON SI TE.

MR NEILSEN. | T S BEEN OPEN FOR THREE
VEEKS. FOUR WEEKS AGO WE WALKED BY AND I T WAS
CLCSED. AND THEN THREE WEEKS AGO VVE WALKED BY
AND | T WAS OPEN.  AND I T'S BEEN CPEN EVER SI NCE.
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MB. HI CKS: EVEN WHEN THEY WAS

REPAI R NG THE BRI DGE THE GATE WAS OPEN.

MB. JONES: | QGUESS SOVETHI NG THAT |
DI D NOTI CE REALLY EVEN THOUGH WE HAVE THAT GATE
THERE AS EVERYONE PROBABLY KNOAS Rl GHT NOW ANYONE
CAN WALK ON THAT SITE. |'M NOT REALLY FOR
CERTAI N THAT --

MR NEILSEN. [IT S NOI' A SECURE SI TE.

M5. BROM: | T MAINLY STOPS CARS FROM
GO NG | N THERE.

MR ROCGERS: WHEN VE FI RST GOT
I NVOLVED I N THE SI TE ONE OF THE CONCERNS WAS THE
OPEN PIT I N WHERE THE SCALES USED TO BE. AND THE
FACT THAT PECPLE HUNG QUT IN THERE. SO ONE OF
THE EFFORTS THAT WE DONE WAS TO GO | N AND TEST
VWHAT WAS IN THE PIT TO MAKE SURE THERE WASN T
ANYTH NG HAZARDOUS | N THERE AND TO BACK FILL THE
HOLE. WE ALSO PUT THAT GATE ACROSS THERE AND
DECI DED NOT' TO FENCE THE SI TE BECAUSE WE DIDN' T
KNOW HOW LONG THE FENCE WOULD STAY THERE BECAUSE
VE ASSUMED SOMVEBCDY WOULD TAKE I T. AND I T'S NOT
THE MOST DESI RABLE PLACE TO HANG QUT. AND AS
BERNI E WAS TALKI NG ABOUT SOVEBODY WALKI NG ON THAT
SI TE DOESN T EXPERI ENCE AN UNACCEPTABLE HEALTH
RI SK W TH | NFREQUENT TRESPASSI NG | S WHAT WE CALL
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IT. THAT' S LEGALLY WHAT IT IS. BUT WE HAVEN T
TAKEN ANY OTHER MEASURES BECAUSE NOW THAT WE' VE
BEEN THROQUGH THE REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON AND FOUND
QUT WHAT IS TRULY AT THE SI TE AND LOOKED AT THE
Rl SK ASSESSMENT APPROACH VE DON T FEEL LIKE
THERE' S ANY CURRENT EXPOSURE RQUTE UNLESS YQOU
STUCK SOMVEBCDY QUT THERE AND THEY BASI CALLY LI VED
QUT THERE AND PLAYED IN THE SOL. SOI THNK I'M
LESS CONCERNED ABQUT WHETHER THEY CAN WALK AROUND
THE GATE VERSUS WHY IS THE GATE OPEN. AND THEY
CAN GO BY TOMORROW AND CHECK AND SEE WHY I T' S
OPEN AND VW CAN PUT A PADLOCK BACK ON. BUT WE
M GHT WANT TO LOCK | NTO WHY SOMVEBCDY IS IN THERE
AT ALL.

MB. JONES: ONE QUI CK THI NG THAT |
NEED TO ADD, AGAIN THS IS E. P. A'S PREFERRED
ALTERNATI VE. AND AS | STATED BEFORE YOU KNOW
BEFORE FI NALI ZI NG ANYTH NG VVE WOULD TAKE COMMVENTS
FROM THE STATE AND ALSO COMMVENTS FROM THE
C TI ZENS TO SEE HOW DO YQU FEEL. DO YQU FEEL
COVFORTABLE WTH THI S ALTERNATI VE. AS EVERYONE
PROBABLY KNOAS THE COMVENT PERI D STARTED ON
NOVEMBER 22ND AND AS OF RIGHT NOWI T WOULD BE
CONTI NUED THROUGH DECEMBER 22. | F AN EXTENSI ON
HAS NOT BEEN REQUESTED BY THAT TIME E.P. A WLL
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BASI CALLY MOVE TOMRDS WHAT W WOULD CALL A
RECORD OF DECI SION.  BASI CALLY WHAT THAT IS IS A
DECI SION AS TO WHAT REMEDY W LL BE USED TO
REMEDI ATE THE SITE. AS CYNTH A STATED EARLI ER AN
EXTENSI ON CAN BE REQUESTED AT ANY TI ME DURI NG THE
PUBLI C COMMVENT PERI OD.

MR MOSSER MY NAME | S GLEN MOSSER |
LI VE ABQUT FOUR M LES FROM THE SITE. AND | WANT
TO SAY THAT | AGREE W TH YOUR ALTERNATI VE AND |
APPRECI ATE THE GOVERNMENT' S CONTI NU NG TO FOLLOW
TH' S TH NG THROUGH TO A SATI SFACTORY CONCLUSI ON
FOR US. [|'VE GOI A COUPLE OF QUESTI ONS THOUGH.
IF YOU DON T HAVE ANY EXTENDED COMMENT PERI GD AND
YOQU DECI DE TO GO AHEAD W TH TH S ALTERNATI VE WHEN
WOULD THE WORK BEG N, HOW LONG WOULD | T TAKE AND
WOULD THERE BE ANY EXPOSURE TO THE PECPLE THAT
LI VED I N THE | MVEDI ATE AREA AND SPECI FI CALLY
ACROSS THE STREET AND UP THE HI LL WH LE THI S WAS
BEI NG DI SLODGED AND LOADED | N TRUCKS AND SOVEBCDY
WAS TALKI NG ABOUT W ND BLOW NG AND CREATI NG DUST.
I S THERE ANY HAZARD TO THE FOLKS WHI LE THE
REMEDI ATION IS GO NG ON?

MB. JONES: | GUESS THE FI RST PART CF
YOUR QUESTI ON AS FAR AS WHEN WOULD THE WORK TAKE
PLACE OR A HOWN LONG WOULD | T TAKE PLACE,
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BASI CALLY AS WE TALKED ABOUT EARLI ER THERE ARE

POTENTI ALLY RESPONSI BLE PARTI ES WHI CH W W LL

HAVE TO NOTI CE UPON THE SI GNI NG OF THE RECCRD OF

DECI SION. AT THAT TI ME THEY ARE G VEN A CERTAIN

TIME LIMT TO ACTUALLY DETERM NE WHETHER OR NOT

THEY WOULD LI KE TO CONDUCT THE CLEAN UP

THEVMSELVES OF COURSE WTH E. P. A'S OVERSI GHT OR

VWHETHER OR NOT THEY DO NOT WANT TO CONDUCT I T.

TYPI CALLY NEGOTI ATI ONS WHI CH | S WHAT V\E WOULD

CALL THAT MAY LAST ANYWHERE FROM -- REALLY JUST

DEPENDS ON THE PARTI ES THAT YOU RE WORKI NG W TH.

BUT YOU KNOW AT LENGTH YOU RE PROBABLY LOCKI NG AT

A THREE TO FOUR MONTH TI ME PERI CD BEFORE THAT

WOULD BE WORKED OUT.

AS FAR AS THE ACTUAL WORK BEI NG DONE ON THE

SI TE YOU PROBABLY WLL NOT SEE THAT DUE TOITS A

BEHI ND THE SCENES PROCESS GO NG ON.  YOU PRCBABLY

WOULDN T SEE THAT UNTIL MAYBE EARLY -- LATE

SUMVER OR EARLY FALL. |IT REALLY JUST DEPENDS ON

THE OQUTCOVE OF THAT.

MR ROCERS: THERE' S A LOT OF UNKNOMNS

IN THERE. THE ENFORCEMENT | SSUE WE WOULD HAVE TO

BY LAW PURSUE | F THERE ARE VI ABLE PARTI ES QUT

THERE. | T MAY BE THEY JUST WON' T WANT TO TALK TO

US OR WHATEVER.  THAT COULD TAKE UP A SVALL PART

HANVELL REPCRTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

OF TIME OR ALONG PERICD OF TIME. | F VE DO THE
WORK VE ARE GO NG TO HAVE TO HAVE A DESI GN
CONTRACTOR COME IN AND DO A LI TTLE DESI GN WORK TO
BETTER | DENTI FY THE AREA THAT NEEDS TO BE
EXCAVATED. THAT WLL BE WORKED OUT I N THE
DESIGN. WE TRY TO STREAMLI NE THAT AND SHORTEN | T
BUT I T JUST TAKES A COUPLE OF MONTHS TO CGET THCSE
TYPES OF CONTRACTORS | N ORDER TO ENSURE VE GET
THE BEST PRI CE AND THEN PURSUI NG | MPLEMENTATI ON.
IT REALLY CAN BE DONE IN A COUPLE OF WEEKS. IT S
NOT A BIG JOB. BUT DUR NG THAT TYPE OF WORK
VHCH IS WHAT | DI D FOR FI VE YEARS | N THE AGENCY,
YOU CAN DO FOGE NG TO DO DUST CONTROL SHOULD
THERE BE CONCERN CF THI NGS BLOW NG OFF SI TE WH LE
YOU RE DA NG EXCAVATI ON. SO THERE' S REALLY
S| MPLE TECHNI QUES FOR CONTROLLI NG THAT DURI NG THE
EXCAVATI ON.  THE ONLY CONCERN WOULD BE SQVE Kl ND
OF WND TRANSPCORTI NG | T DURI NG THE EXCAVATI ON AND
HAULING I T QUT.

MR MOSSER CAN | MAKE ONE OTHER
COMMENT? | TH NK PART OF THE PROBLEM DEALI NG
W TH STATE GOVERNMVENT AND LOCAL GOVERNMVENT AND
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, PART OF THE COVMUNI TY' S
CONCERN WAS THAT WE THOUGHT | T WAS A BAD
S| TUATI ON TO START WTH AND TR ED TO GET THE
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AUTHORI TI ES TO AGREE WTH US AND THEY JUST SORT
OF RAN OVER US AND VE WOUND UP BEI NG A SUPERFUND
SITE. THAT' S ONE OF THE REASONS WE' RE NOT REAL
COVFORTABLE W TH THE GOVERNVENT' S APPROACH TO
TH NGS. BUT YOU BRING UP A PO NT THAT | AS A
CONTRACTOR WOULD HAVE A CONCERN OR ANY OTHER OF
US WHO ARE NOW USI NG RECYCLI NG CENTERS AND TAKI NG
O L TO THESE COLLECTI ON PLACES. WHAT YQU RE
REALLY SAYING IS THAT TH S OPERATI ON AT ONE TI ME
WAS DEEMED TO BE ACCEPTABLE AND DESI RABLE TO
RECYCLE THI NGS.

MR ROCGERS: NO

MR MOSSER MY QUESTION IS IS THERE
GO NG TO BE A PONT IN TI ME WHEN THE GOVERNMENT
IS GO NG TO COVE BACK TO ME BECAUSE | PUT FI VE
QUARTS OF O L IN A RECYCLI NG CENTER SOVEWHERE AND
TH S STUFF | S BACK. WE WANT YQU TO HELP CLEAN I T
UP NOW

MR ROCGERS: THAT'S TWD QUESTI ONS.
THE FIRST ONE IS NO. THE SECOND ONE IS | DON T
KNOW  WE DO HAVE THAT PROBLEM W TH RECYCLI NG
SOMVE OF THEM GO UNDER. | T'S A PROBLEM THAT
UNFORTUNATELY TH' S OCCURRED I N THE EARLY ' 80S.
THE GOVERNVENT WASN T DA NG A WHCLE LOT TO
CONTROL THAT KI ND OF CPERATI ON BACK THEN. THERE
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VERE A LOT OF GOOD | NTENDI NG FACI LI TI ES THAT DI D

MARG NAL WORK | N THEI R HARDWARE | NVESTMENTS,

THEI R CAPI TAL | NVESTMENTS AND ENDED UP FOLDI NG

AND YQU CAN SPECULATE AS TO WHY. THEY' RE

FLY-BY-N GHT CR DIDN T HAVE ANY BETTER GUI DANCE.

THERE' S A WHOLE LOT MORE CONCERN ABOUT REGULATI ON

I N THAT MATER AL AND THOSE RECYCLI NG CENTERS

TCDAY SUCH THAT EVERYBCDY WAS ON THE BAND WAGON

TO RECYCLE A YEAR AGO. NOWWE RE FI NDI NG THAT

VWE RE ACCUMULATI NG THI NGS THAT THERE | S NO MARKET

TO RECYCLE. RECYCLERS ARE CUTTI NG BACK ON THE

MATERI AL THEY WANT TO TAKE BECAUSE CF LI ABI LI TY,

BECAUSE CF THE | NABI LI TY TO MAKE ANY MONEY OFF OF

IT. WASTE OL HAS BEEN A PROBLEM FOR AT LEAST

FI VE YEARS BECAUSE OF CONTROLS ON THE PRI CES THEY

COULD CHARCE FOR THE O L WHEN | T WAS RECYCLED AND

THEY DI D GENERATE A LARCGE AMOUNT OF WASTE, FAIRLY

TOXI C WASTE, | N RECYCLING WASTE O L. AND YES, W

GENERALLY AVA D GO NG AFTER | NDI VI DUALS WHO ARE

RECYCLING BUT THAT' S ONE OF THE CONTROVERSI ES

OF THE SUPERFUND. | T S A RETROACTI VE LAW THAT

GOES BACK TO AND TRIES TO GO AFTER ANYBODY WHO

GENERATED CR TRANSPCORTED OR COOPERATED WTH I N

ANY WAY THAT FACILITY. THAT' S PRCBABLY GO NG TO

CHANGE IN THE NEAR FUTURE. THE I NDI VIDUAL IS NOT
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A MAJOR CONCERN | F YOU RE GO NG TO A RELI ABLE

COVPANY. BUT YOQU WOULDN T JUST G VE STUFF TO

SOVEBODY THAT GOES DOM THE ROAD AND ASSUME

YOU RE DO NG THE RIGHT TH NG THEY NEED TO LOXK

LI KE A RELI ABLE COVPANY W TH REASONABLE

| NVESTI GATI ON ON YOUR PART. TH S SITE WAS NEVER

SANCTI ONED BY THE ENVI RONVENTAL AGENCIES. 1T S

STARTED ON I TS OM. | T APPROACHED DHEC FOR A

PERM T TO DI SCHARGE AND WAS REFUSED A PERM T AND

NEVER WAS A PERM TTED FACI LI TY.

MB. BROM: | T NEVER WAS PERM TTED?

MR ROCGERS: NO THEY NEVER VEERE.

M5. BROM: THEY DIDN T GET THE FI RST

ONE, LET ALONE THE LAST ONE

MR ROCGERS: SO YQU CAN T REALLY SAY

MR MOSSER | T WAS NOT EFFECTI VELY

SHUT DOMN.

MR ROCGERS: UNFORTUNATELY THE LAWS

DON T @ VE US DI CTATORIAL AUTHORITY. AND IN

FACT THE STATE VENT IN AND DID A LOT OF THI NGS.

THE STATE TOOK ACTION EARLY ON. IT DD A

SI GNI FI CANT AMOUNT OF CLEAN UP. | WORKED I N THE

EMERCENCY RESPONSE PROGRAM FOR DHEC MANY YEARS.

VE VENT QUT. BUT THERE WAS | NABI LI TY FOR YEARS
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TO COVE UP WTH HOWCLEAN IS CLEAN. THE RI SK

ASSESSMENT APPROACH DCES THAT BUT I T'S A VERY

COVPLI CATED AND LABCORI QUS APPROACH THAT HAS TO BE

GONE THROUGH ON THE REMEDI ATI ON SI DE TO FI GURE

QUT WHAT' S LEFT. WHAT WE RE SAYI NG | S YOU HAVE

RELATI VELY LOW CONTAM NATION OUT THERE WHICH | S

VHY | WOULDN T GET TOO EXCI TED ABQUT DUST BLOW NG

ACROSS THE STREET. | T BARELY ABOVE FOR THE MOST

PART OUR CLEAN UP GOAL OF 400. BUT WE DI D HAVE A

COUPLE OF HHTS AND ONE OF WVHICH VIE CAN' T

REPRCDUCE. SO THERE' S VERY SPCRADI C

CONTAM NATI ON.

MB. BROM: YQU COULDN T GO BACK IN

THE SAME SPOT AND CGET THE SAME AMOUNT AGAI N?

MR ROCERS: QUT OF THE ROAD SI DE

DI TCH WE COULD NOT WH CH TELLS YOQU THERE S VERY

SPORADI C CONTAM NATI ON QUT THERE. BUT TO BE ON

THE SAFE S| DE WHEN WE WENT BACK AGAI N AND LOCKED

AT THE SI TE THERE WAS A RELATIVELY HGH H'T AND

VE BASI CALLY DECI DED THAT I T THREW OUR AVERAGE UP

H GH ENOQUGH THAT WE SHOULD GO I N AND DO SOVE

REMEDI ATION OF THE SO L. AT ONE PONT IN TI ME WE

THOUGHT TH'S SI TE WAS A NO ACTI ON SI TE BECAUSE | T

IS MARG NALLY CONTAM NATED ABOVE WHAT WE WOULD

CONSI DER A SAFE LEVEL.
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MR MOSSER  JUST A PO NT OF

I NFORVATI ON, | S YOUR REASONI NG FCR NOT

DELI NEATI NG ANYTH NG ON THE DEED OR TALKI NG ABQUT

RESTRI CTI ONS | NDI FFERENT TO THE PROPERTY OMERS

ARCUND THE SI TE? | F SOVEWHERE DOM THE ROAD I T

DEVALUES THEI R PROPERTY BECAUSE YOU GOT THI S.

MR ROGERS: NO WE RE CHARGED W TH

CLEANING I T UP TO A SAFE FUTURE USE SCENARIO. A

REASONABLE FUTURE USE SCENARI O, WHAT WE RE USI NG

I S FUTURE RESI DENTI AL BECAUSE I T'S NOT' BEYOND

| MAG NATI ON THAT THAT SI TE GOES MORE RESI DENTI AL

THAN COWERCI AL. MY ARGUMENT FCOR THE SPECI FI C

SITEISIT S A LITTLE LESS OBVI QUS FOR THAT SI TE

BECAUSE MOST PECPLE AREN T GO NG TO SPEND THE

MONEY TO BUI LD A HOUSE AND FILL I N WHEN YQU CAN

GO RIGHT UP THE RCAD AND BU LD A HOUSE OVER

THERE. SO YOU KNOWIT' S -- WE RE USI NG FUTURE

RESI DENTI AL BECAUSE THE AREA COULD GO

RESI DENTI AL.  NOT THE MOST LI KELY THI NG THAT WLL

EVER HAPPEN.

MR HAYES: PLUS REMEMBER THAT THE

DEED RESTRI CTI ON WAS PART OF THE ALTERNATI VE THAT

DIDN T I NVOLVE ANY SI TE CLEAN UP. SINCE WE RE

PROPCSI NG TO CLEAN THE SI TE UP | F WE DO THERE

WON T BE ANY NEED FOR DEED RESTRI CTIONS. THE
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SI TE COULD REALLY BE USED FOR ANY PURPCSE.

MR ROCGERS: THE REASON VE AVQO D DEED
RESTRI CTIONS ON THE CLEAN UP SITE IS IT' S MORE
PROTECTI VE AND WE' RE NOT GO NG TO ENSURE THOSE
DEED RESTRI CTIONS AND I N THI'S CASE WE CAN JUST GO
IN AND REMEDI ATE THE SI TE AND DEAL WTH I T.
THERE' S NO REASON TO NEED THE DEED RESTRI CTI ONS
OTHER THAN THE PLACE WLL ALWAYS BE | DENTI FI ED AS
HAVI NG BEEN A HAZARDOUS WASTE SI TE AND THAT IN
AND OF | TSELF TAINTS IT. BUT FOR ALL PRACTI CAL
PURPOSES IT WLL BE CLEAN. THAT' S THE EXTENT OF
VWHAT WE' RE TRYI NG TO DO. AND WE REALLY ARE I N NO
WAY TAXED BY THE LAW TO GET | NVOLVED I N ZONI NG OR
REHAB OF THE PRCPERTY VERSUS JUST CLEANING I T UP
FOR A SAFE CLEAN UP.

MB. BROM: THE PEOPLE THAT OMNED I T
PLUS THE PECPLE THAT' S BACKED I T ARE THEY GO NG
TO BE ABLE TO BE FORCED TO PAY?

MR ROCERS: WE CERTAINLY PURSUE ALL
THOSE. BUT I N ORDER TO GET THI NGS MOVI NG VEE DO
QU CK SEARCHES TO FI GURE QUT WHO COULD BE LI ABLE
AND VE DO NEGOTI ATI ONS. WE START USI NG FEDERAL
MONEY TO PURSUE I T. ANY TI ME WE SPEND FEDERAL
MONEY WE ALWAYS TRY TO GET | T BACK FROM ANYBCDY
WHO HAS | N\VOLVMENT IN THE SITE. BUT WE START
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W TH THE PROCESS. WE FIN SH THE RI/FS WHEN VE

COULD HAVE SPENT TWD YEARS MESSI NG ARCUND W TH

TRYI NG TO NEGOTI ATE AND FI ND PECPLE.

NOWBY THI'S PO NT I N TI ME WE' VE USUALLY

SPENT THE LAST TWD YEARS DO NG MORE THOROUGH PRP

SEARCHES SO THAT WE RE READY TO DO NEGOTI ATl ONS

AND DEAL W TH THOSE | SSUES AS WE SI GN THE RECORD

OF DECI SI ON AND WANT TO START PURSUI NG DESI GN AND

| MPLEMENTATI ON.  VEE DO HAVE A FAI RLY LENGTHY LI ST

OF NAMES. ONE OF THE PROBLEMS |'S USUALLY

DOCUMENTATI ON |'S NOT' VERY GOOD.  AND MOST COF

THOSE PECPLE WERE VERY - -

MB. BROM:  WHY NOT?

MR ROCERS: THESE ARE RECORDS THAT WE

JUST FIND. THERE S NOT GREAT RECCRDS FROM WHO

SPENT WHAT WHERE. THE S.B. A STILL HAS A LARCE

CHUNK.

MR MOSSER  BUT THE PECPLE WHO TOK

THE BATTERI ES OQUT OF THE CARS AND SENT THEM OVER

THERE ARE THE ONES THEY' RE GO NG TO GO LOCGKI NG

FOR.

MR ROCGERS: WE HAVE AVA DED THAT FCR

OBVI QUS REASONS.

MB. BROM: BUT THERE WAS SEVERAL

COVPANI ES THAT WERE BACKI NG THI S.
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MR ROCGERS: ULTI MATELY VW WLL SPEND
THE MONEY TO TAKE ACTI ON SHOULD WE NOT BE ABLE TO
GET SOMVEBCDY ELSE TODO IT. WE RE NOT GO NG TO
ARGUE | N COURT FOREVER. WE RE GO NG TO GO AHEAD
AND START THE WORK. WE CAN ALWAYS GO BACK AND
PURSUE RECOVERY OF THE MONEY. |IN ALL CASES WHERE
VE SPENT MONEY A SI GNI FI CANT REVI EW OF THE RECORD
IS MADE TO DETERM NE WHETHER OR NOT THERE | S
ANYONE TO GO BACK AND PURSUE FOR THOSE COSTS.

MB. BROM: | NOTI CE THEY SAY YQU
CAN T GET BLOOD QUT OF A TURNIP. |I'M ONE WHO
TH NKS THOSE PECPLE QUGHT TO BE MADE TO PAY FOR
TH S.

MR ROCGERS: WE LL HAVE TO FOLLOW THE
LEGAL PROCEDURES AND WHERE WE CAN GO AFTER THEM
VE LL O

MR FOGLE: |'VE GOTI' A FEW QUESTI ONS.
JOHN VOGLE. MY FIRST QUESTION IS WHO I S THE
DEED, HOLDS THE DEED TO THAT PROPERTY AT THI S
TIME? WHO | S THE RESPONSI BLE PARTY?

MR ROCERS: WELL, THERE'S A LOT COF
PRP'S BUT WHO HOLDS THE DEED, WE' VE GOT AN
ATTORNEY WORKI NG ON THAT NOW

MR FOGLE: THE QUESTI ON THAT | HAVE
IS IF THAT PERSON WHETHER | T BE A BANK CR AN
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I NDI VI DUAL OR WHATEVER, HAVE THEY BEEN ASKED TO
ATTEND THESE MEETI NGS AND WHY DI DN T THEY ATTEND
THEM?

MB. JONES: | DON T TH NK WE CAN FORCE
PECPLE -- PLEASE CORRECT ME IF I'MWRONG -- TO
ATTEND.

MR FOGLE: | DON T TH NK FORCI NG - -

MB. JONES: YQU RE TALKI NG ABOUT THE
NEGOTI ATI ONS?

MR ROCGERS: THE QUESTION IS WHETHER
VEE NOTI CED ANYBODY WHO IS A PRP ABQUT THE
MEETI NG

MB. JONES: YES, Ve DID. Vi DI D SEND
THEM THE PROPCSED PLAN COF ACTI ON

MR FOGLE: AND THEY NEGLECTED OR
DECLI NED TO ATTEND AS FAR AS | KNOW NOBCDY IN
HERE IS GO NG TO LAY CLAI M TO THAT.

MB. PEURI FOY: WE CAN T SAY THAT W
ACTUALLY NOTI CED WHO OMS THE PROPERTY RI GHT NOW
VE DI D HAVE A LI ST OF POTENTI ALLY RESPONSI BLE
PARTI ES.

MR FOGLE: WELL, |I'M NOT CONCERNED
WTH THEM | TH NK YOU ALREADY KNOW WHO THEY
ARE. | TH NK THE PECPLE -- IF I T WAS FI NANCED
THROUGH THE BANK AND I T WAS DECLARED I N A
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BANKRUPTCY | T'S GONE | NTO RECEI VERSHI P.  WHAT |
WANT TO KNOW 1S WHO AFTER THHS IS OVER WTH I S
GO NG TO HOLD TRE DEED TO THAT PROPERTY.

MB. JONES: | N OTHER WORDS YOU WANT TO
KNOWIF IT IS A BANK WH CH BANK IS HOLDING | T?

MB. BROM: THAT' S RI GHT.

MR FOGLE: AND THE REPLY TO -- WHAT |
WOULD LI KE TO KNOW IS WHY AREN T THEY
REPRESENTED? |F | COULD HAVE A NAME | WOULD CALL
THEM AND ASK THEM  YOU KNOAP | TH NK THAT THEY
OAE AN OBLI GATION TO THI'S COWUNI TY TO GET
INVOLVED IN TH'S PROGRAM  THAT I T HAS BEEN
TOTALLY CARRI ED BY A FEWPECPLE IN TH S
COMMUNI TY. AND FINALLY ARRI VED AT THI' S PO NT
WHERE THEY ARE. THE OTHER QUESTION IS UP TO TH S
PO NT FROM HERE ON | F YOU SPEND THE NMAXI MUM
AMOUNT YOU RE GO NG TO SPEND $900, 000. HOW MJCH
HAVE YQU SPENT UP TO TH'S PO NT? AND My QUESTI ON
TO THE STATE REPRESENTATI VES OVER THERE | S HOW
MJCH HAVE YQU SPENT UP TO THIS PO NT? ARE WE AT
A PLACE OF TWD M LLION, THREE M LLI ON, FOUR
M LLI ON DOLLARS ON 1.5 ACRES?

MB. JONES: AS FAR AS THE R/FS AND
BASED ON THE DATA -- AND THIS IS JUST AN ESTI MATE
BECAUSE EVEN NOW VE ARE | NCURRI NG COSTS BUT |

HANVELL REPCORTI NG SERVI CE



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

TH NK | T WAS APPROXI MATELY $524, 000. THAT

CONSI STS OF ALL THE | NVESTI GATI ON THAT WAS DONE

PRI OR TO EVEN GETTI NG SI TE RANKED ON THE NATI ONAL

PRICRITY LIST. ACTUALLY THERE WERE TWD. THEY

VENT BACK AND REVISED I T. SO APPROXI MATELY

THAT' S THE COST.

MR ROCGERS: A DECENT CHUNK OF THAT

WAS SPENT JUST TO CGET IT ON THE NPI.

MB. JONES: RIGHT. JUST TO RANK I T.

MR ROCGERS: | FORGET THE COST OF THE

STUDY BUT THE RELATI VE COSTS OF THE STUDY WERE

TRIED TO BE KEPT TO A M Nl MUM

MB. BROM: HE S NOT TALKI NG ABOUT THE

COST OF THE STUDY. HE S TALKI NG ABOUT THE CLEAN

UP.

MR FOGLE: WELL, |'M TALKI NG ABOQUT

THE TOTAL. JUST LEAVING I T THERE YOU ARE RI GHT

NOWCLOSE TO 1.5 M LLION DOLLARS. |' M TALKI NG

ABQUT JUST THE FEDERAL SUPERFUND SI TE WHAT THE

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAS TIED UP IN IT. WRST CASE

IT WOULD BE 1.5 M LLI ON DOLLARS, THEREABQUTS G VE

OR TAKE A COUPLE HUNDRED THOUSAND. WE CAN TALK

ABQUT THAT. | WOULD LI KE TO KNOW I F ANYONE FROM

THE STATE HAS AN | DEA -- THEY REMOVED SO L. THEY

DI D TESTING THEY SPENT TIME. WOULD YOUR
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ESTI MATE BE THAT YOU SPENT ANOTHER $500, 000 AT
THAT SI TE?

MR STEWART: WE WERE JUST DI SCUSSI NG
VWHETHER | T WAS THE STATE WHO SPEND THE MONEY OR
WHETHER THE STATE OVERSAW THE COVPANY ACTUALLY DO
SOVE OF THE EXCAVATION.  THE ONES OF US HERE
TONIGHT AREN T SURE. | CAN TELL YOU FOR SURE I T
WOULD HAVE BEEN MUCH LESS THAN $500, 000.

MR ROCGERS: THAT CLEAN UP WAS DONE IN
CHEAP TIMES. THE M D ' 80S.

MR STEWART: | WOULD SAY PROBABLY
LESS THAN $500, 000.

MR FOGLE: | TH NK THAT EVERYBCDY
SHOULD TAKE A LESSON FROM TH'S.  WHEN THEY SEE
SOVETHI NG LIKE THI'S GO NG ON AND THEY' VE GOT A
QUESTI ON YOU KNOW VE NEED TO GET | NVOLVED W TH
THESE STATE FOLKS AND FEDERAL FOLKS. YOU KNOW
SOVEWHERE | N HERE | WOULD BE CONVI NCED THAT TWD
M LLI ON DOLLARS HAS BEEN SPENT ON 1.5 ACRES. |
HAVE 1.5 ACRES |'LL LET YOU HOLD FOR TWD M LLI ON
DOLLARS TONI GHT.

MB. BROM: THE PEOPLE THAT OMNED I T
DOMN THERE HAD A M LLI ON DOLLAR | NSURANCE PCLI CY
ON THE PROPERTY FCR SUCH - -

MR ROCGERS: UNFORTUNATELY FROM WHEN
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VEE FI RST STARTED WORKI NG ON THE SI TE UNTI L NOW
THE COST OF CLEANING UP THE SITE | S MJCH MORE
SIGNIFI CANT. | WOULD GUESS THE STATE CLEAN UP
WOULD HAVE BEEN $50, 100,000. NOW IT S HARD TO
SAY. ONE OF THE THI NGS ON THE DI SPCSAL LI ST MY
GQUESS FROM HAVI NG CLEANED UP SI TES OVER THE YEARS
THAT SO L WOULDN T BE CONSI DERED HAZARDOUS WASTE
BECAUSE OF THE LEACHABI LI TY TEST AND THEREFORE | T
WLL GO TO AN | NDUSTRI AL GRADE LANDFILL. IT
WON' T GO TO A MUNI Cl PAL LANDFILL | DON T BELI EVE.
BUT THERE ARE SOVE | NDUSTRI AL LANDFI LLS THAT ARE
ARCUND AND MORE SECURE AND APPRCPRI ATE FOR THAT
KIND OF MATERI AL AT A MJCH SI GNI FI CANTLY REDUCED
COsT.

MR GRANT: WHAT DO YOQU HAVE TO DO - -

THE REPORTER | CAN T HEAR BACK HERE.

MR ROCGERS: H'S QUESTI ONS WAS WHAT DO
YOU HAVE TO DO TO DECONTAM NATE THE SO L THAT HAS
LEAD INIT. THERE S REALLY SOME REAL
SOPHI STI CATED TECHNOLOG ES THAT ARE | NVOLVED THAT
AREN T APPROVED TO WORK IN THE FI ELD YET WHERE
YOU ACTUALLY WASH THE EXCAVATI ON AND THEN DI SPOSE
OF IT. WE DON T REALLY USE A LOT OF THAT YET.
SO WHAT YOU WANT TO SEE HAPPEN | S THE SO L 1S
SH PPED TO A DI SPOSAL FACILITY AND I F I T DCES
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EXCEED THE CHARACTER STI C LEACHABI LI TY TEST THEN

IT MGHT VERY WELL HAVE TO BE DEEMED HAZARDOUS.

IT DOESN T MOVE I N WATER I T'S NOT GO NG

ANYWHERE. WE' VE DONE THAT WHERE | T' S APPRCPRI ATE

AT SOVE SUPERFUND SI TES AND WE' VE ALSO TAKEN | T

OFF SITE. YQU JUST TAKE | T OFF AND LANDFILL IT.

YOU MENTI ONED | NCI NERATI ON. | NCI NERATI ON DCESN T

WORK ON METALS. THEY JUST BLOW QUT THE STACK. SO

THAT WOULDN T BE APPROPRI ATE.

MB. BROM: WHAT' S PROZZOLAN, HOW

WOULD | T STABLI ZE LEAD?

MB. JONES: BASICALLY IT'S PRETTY MJCH

THE SAME OR SAME TYPE OF TEXTURE AS CONCRETE.

I TS NOT LI TERALLY THE SAME AS TH S CONCRETE.

MB. BROM: BUT I T STABLI ZES THE LEAD

SOIT WON T FLOW

MR ROGERS: |IT MAKES IT SO IT S NOT

SOLUABLE AND CAN T LEACH

MR MXSSER | MOVE VEE ADJOURN.

MR STEWART: A COUPLE PECPLE

MENTI ONED THI NGS ABOQUT PRI VATE WELLS. ARE THERE

ANY PECPLE HERE WHO ARE CURRENTLY DRI NKI NG VELL

WATER? | F VEE CAN HAVE YCOUR NAMES AFTERWARDS,

ADDRESS AND PHONE NUMBER  DHEC CAN COLLECT

SAMPLES FROM PRI VATE VELLS AND HAS THEM ANALYZED.
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MR HCKS: | APPRECI ATE THAT.

BECAUSE |' D LI KE TO KNOW

MR MOSSER HOW ABOQUT THE GENTLEVAN

HERE THAT' S CONCERNED ABOUT HI'S CHI LDREN AND THE

LEAD CONTENT AND WANTI NG THEM RETESTED. A SI MPLE

PHYSI Cl AN CAN DO THAT WTH A BLOOD TEST.

MS. HOLLIS: |'M ELI ZABETH HOLLI S.

AND DHEC DI D SEND A NURSE QUT TO COLLECT THE

BLOOD SPECI MENS OF THE CHI LD IN THE COMWUNI TY AT

THAT TIME. | THINK IT WOULD BE A GOOD | DEA AS A

FOLLON UP SUMARY |F THIS I S GO NG TO BE RESOLVED

IN ANY WAY TO FOLLOMUP ON THOSE CHI LDREN OR

PROBABLY |' M SURE NOW ADULTS WHO HAD THESE LEVELS

DRAVAL

MB. BROM: DHEC DOES HAVE THAT RECCRD

AT THE DHEC OFFI CE.

MR ROCGERS: THAT'S AN APPROPRI ATE

FUNCTION OF DHEC. WE DON T LI KE TO SPEAK FOR

THEM THERE' S SOME THI NGS WE CAN PURSUE AND TALK

ABQUT TO THAT END. OBVI QUSLY THE EXPOSURE COF

BURNI NG BATTERI ES AND DO NG OTHER THI NGS WAS

OCCURRI NG THEN AT I TS MAXI MUM EXTENT AND | F THEY

DI D BLOOD WORK THEN YOU SHOULD HAVE SEEN SOVE

ACCUMULATI ON THEN.

MB. BROM: BUT EVEN THEN I T WOULD NOT
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SHOW UP AS MJCH AS LATER

MR HAYES: THAT'S NOT TRUE. IT S
REVERSI BLE.

MR ROCGERS: IT S GO NG TO SHOW UP
PRETTY QUI CKLY | F YOU RE BREATHI NG I T.

M5. BROM: | T WOULD SHOW UP
| MVEDI ATELY?

MR ROCERS: YES.

MR HAYES: HERE S WHAT WE' RE LOCKI NG
AT. CH LDREN NEAR THE SI TE M GHT HAVE BEEN
TESTED THEN. AND WHATEVER THEI R BLOOD LEVELS
VERE | F THEY DON T LI VE NEAR THE SI TE NOW THEN
OBVI QUSLY THEI R EXPOSURE HAS CEASED | F THEY' RE
GROMN UP.

MB. BROMWN.  VELL, THEY STILL DO

MR HAYES: VELL, I'"MNOT SAYINGIT S
A BAD | DEA TO MAYBE TEST THEM

MB. BROM:. THAT' S WHY | ASKED E. P. A
| F THEY WOULD RETEST THOSE CHI LDREN.

MR HAYES: BUT |IF THE EXPCSURE |'S NOT
CONTI NUI NG THEN THEI R BLOCD LEVELS WOULD HAVE
DROPPED.

M5. BROM: | T STILL WOULDN T HURT
E.P. A TO TEST THOSE CH LDREN.

MR ROCGERS: THAT' S SOVETHI NG WE CAN
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LOK INTO. THERE ARE SOVE OTHER AVENUES TO
PURSUE THAT. ANY OTHER QUESTIONS? |F YQU CAN | F
YOU THI NK OF ANYTHI NG ELSE YOU CAN STILL USE |
QUESS THE BACK OF THE FACT SHEET AND SEND I N ANY
ADDI TI ONAL QUESTI ONS OR CONCERNS TO US.

MB. PEURI FOY: CALL US AT THE 800
NUMBER | F YOQU HAVE ANY QUESTI ONS. DECEMBER 22ND
IS THE END OF THE COMVENT PERI CD.

MR ROCERS: WE DON T BRING ALL THE
DETAI LED TECHNI CAL DOCUMENTS TO THESE MEETI NGS
BECAUSE | T WOULD BE TOO LONG BUT THEY ARE
AVAI LABLE | N THE REPCSI TORY AND CYNTH A CAN TELL
YOU WHERE THAT I S.

MB. PEURI FOY: THANK YOU ALL FOR

COM NG THANK YQU.

(THEREUPON, AT 9:20 P.M

THE TAKI NG OF THE FOREGO NG

HEARI NG WAS CONCLUDED)
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CERTI FI CATE OF REPORTER

STATE OF SQUTH CARCLINA )

COUNTY OF LEXI NGTON )

I, SHEI LA STAGGS, CERTIFI ED COURT REPCRTER
(GA) AND NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR THE STATE OF SOUTH
CARCLI NA AT LARCGE, DO HEREBY CERTI FY THAT | WAS
AUTHORI ZED TO REPCRT THE E. P. A. HEARI NG
AT THE TI ME AND PLACE HEREI NABOVE SET FORTH, THAT
THE W TNESSES WERE FI RST DULY SWORN BY ME TO TELL THE
VWHOLE TRUTH, AND THAT THE FOREGO NG PAGES NUMVBERED
3 THROUGH 104 | NCLUSI VE, CONSTI TUTE A TRUE AND
CORRECT TRANSCRI PTI ON CF MY STENOGRAPHI C REPORT CF
THE TESTI MONY OF SAI D W TNESS.

| FURTHER CERTI FY THAT | AM NEI THER
ATTORNEY NOR COUNSEL FOR, NCR RELATED TO OR
EMPLOYED BY ANY OF THE PARTI ES CONNECTED TO THE
APPLI CATI ON, NOR AM | FI NANCI ALLY | NTERESTED I N
THE APPLI CATI ON.

W TNESS MY HAND AT COLUMBI A, SQUTH
CARCLI NA, THI S 21ST DAY COF, DECEMBER 1994.

<I MG SRC 0495223DD>

SHEI LA STAGGS, CCR (GA)
MY COWM SSI ON EXPI RES: OCTOBER 29, 2002.
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APPENDI X B

STATE OF SQUTH CARCLI NA CONCURRENCE LETTER
PALMETTO RECYCLI NG SUPERFUND SI TE

South Carolina Conmi ssi oner: Douglas E. Bryant
DHEC
Departnent of Heal th and Environnental Control Board: Richard E. Jabbour, DDS, Chairnan

John H Burriss
Robert J. Stripling, Jr., Vice Chairnan
WlliamM Hull Jr., MD
2600 Bull Street, Colunbus, SC 29201 Sandra J. Mol ander, Secretary
Roger Leaks, Jr.
Burnet R Maybank, 111
Pronoting Health, Protecting the Environnent

March 28, 1995

John H. Hanki nson, Jr.
Regi onal Admi ni strator
U S EPA Region IV
345 Courtland Street
Atlanta, GA 30365

RE: Record of Decision
Pal nretto Recycling NPL Site
Ri chl and County

Dear M. Hanki nson:

The Departrment has reviewed the revised Record of Decision (ROD) dated March 21, 1995 for the
Pal metto Recycling site and concurs with the ROD. In concurring with this ROD, the South

Carol i na Departnent of Health and Environmental Control (SCDHEC) does not waive any right or
authority it may have under Federal or State law. SCDHEC reserves any right and authority it
may have to require corrective action in accordance with the South Carolina Hazardous Waste
Managenent Act and the South Carolina Pollution Control Act. These rights include, but are not
limted to, the right to ensure that all necessary pernits are obtained, all clean-up goals and
criteria are net, and to take a separate action in the event clean-up goals and criteria are not
nmet. Nothing in the concurrence shall preclude SCDHEC from exerci sing any adm nistrative, |egal
and equitable renedi es available to require additional response actionsin the event that:

(1) (a) previously unknown or undetected conditions arise at the site, or (b) SCDHEC receives
addi tional information not previously avail abl e concerning the prem ses upon which SCDHEC relied
in concurring with the selected renedial alternative; and (2) the inplenentation of the renedial
alternative selected in the RODis no |longer protective of public health and the environnent.

The State concurs with the selected surface soil source control alternative of excavation of
contam nated surface soil that exceeds the renediation level for lead, with verification
sanpling. The soil will be Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) tested. |If the
soi |l exceeds the Land Disposal Restriction (LDR) of 5 ppmfor lead, then the soil wll be
transported to a RCRA Subtitle C Facility where it will be pretreated in order to conply

<I MG SRC 0495223EE>



M. John H Hankinson, Jr.
Pal mretto Recycling NPL Site
March 28, 1995

with the LDRs. If the soil does not exceed the 5 ppmLDR then the soil will be transported to
a Subtitle Dsolid waste landfill and di sposed of directly without pretreatnent. The excavated
area shall be backfilled with clean soil, properly reconpacted, and the | and regraded to the
natural slope. A vegetative cover will be established to mninize undue surface water runoff
and mnimze erosion. Goundwater nonitoring will be conducted on an annual basis for at |east
five years to evaluate the site progress.

State concurrence on this remedial alternative is based on the alternative neeting all
applicable clean-up criteria. This concurrence with the above selected renedy for the Pal netto
Recycling NPL Site is contingent upon the State's above nentioned reservati on of rights.

Si ncerely,

<I MG SRC 0595223FF>
R Lewis Shaw, P.E
Deputy Conmi ssi oner
Environnental Quality Control

RLS/ anf

co: Hartsill Truesdal e
Kei th Lindl et
Gary Stewart

Adri enne Fel der
Lewi s Bedenbaugh, Central M dl ands EQC



